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Abstract
The problem of the study was to develop and test for validity and reliability, a 20-item,
360-degree formative feedback instrument for assessing the performance of high school
activities directors. Data were collected from coaches, extra-curricular advisors, licensed staff
members, non-licensed staff members, and administrators regarding activities directors’
performances. Contributing high schools in the state of Minnesota participated in the study
during the spring of 2017. A standard statistical item analysis was completed to calculate basic
descriptive statistics and a Cronbach’s (1951) alpha to determine reliability. In addition, a pilot
test and content analysis of the items was conducted to determine and ensure validity. The study
resulted in a valid and reliable instrument, which may be used by activities directors, their
supervisors, and constituents for a formative performance appraisal process.
The instrument was designed to provide job-specific feedback from a variety of
constituents to activities directors regarding performance. The findings resulted in a reliability
correlation coefficient ranging from .88 to .93. The instrument was found to have alpha
correlation coefficients above the .70 threshold, which is strong reliability. The formative
feedback instrument was pilot tested with practitioners from the education field that render
knowledge of the activities director position. Individuals were requested to review the formative
feedback instrument for adequacy of appropriate language, format, font, clarity, user friendliness,
and validity of items. Along with pilot testing the 20-item instrument, content validity was
established through an extensive literature review. The formative feedback instrument will be
added to the Wedin (2013) self-evaluation instrument and supervisor evaluation instrument
developed previously as part of an Activities Director’s Performance Appraisal Handbook.
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Chapter I: Introduction
Background of the Problem
The early years of interscholastic sports were student-led, and the duties of organizing
practice, scheduling, finances, and monitoring student eligibility were performed by an elected
team captain and student manager (Smith, 1988). In the mid-1800s a growing interest in studentled interscholastic sports guided university faculty to become involved and influence athletics
(Barr, 1999). As athletic programs were expanding, university leaders believed there was a need
for increased guidance and oversight of athletic regulations, management, and safety concerns
(Smith, 2000). In 1881, Princeton University formed the first faculty athletics’ committee
(Smith, 1988). The committee created the faculty athletics representative position (Barr, 1999).
As the position and athletics continued to become more complex, “Institutions began to hire
directors of physical education, the precursor to the position of director of athletics” (Barr, 1999,
p. 44).
Over time, the director of athletics position expanded to include leadership in higher
education athletics and also in management of extra-curricular activities in K-12 school districts.
Over time, the director of athletics position received multiple titles including, but are not limited
to, athletic director, sports coordinator, and activities director. As the position further evolved,
the athletic director position was expanded to provide oversight of non-athletic programs,
resulting in the formulation of the more common job title, activities director.
The complexity of the activities director position continued to expand to include an
increased variety of responsibilities, roles, and accountability (Blackburn, Forsyth, Olson, &
Whitehead, 2013). According to Miller and Williams (1983), the responsibilities of activities
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director in higher education included managing a budget, monitoring eligibility, policy
development, serving as a representative to governing organizations, creating and maintaining
public relations, scheduling events and facilities, record keeping, equipment ordering, overseeing
fundraising, making travel arrangements, game and contest management, personnel recruitment,
and management of coaches and advisors. The higher education job responsibilities were
identified by the research to be similar to those of high school activities directors.
Blackburn, Forsyth, Olson, and Whitehead (2013) stated:
Much is expected of contemporary high school athletic administrators. They are asked to
be full-time educators and part psychologist, attorney, accountant, and contractor. At the
same time, they must possess the wisdom of Solomon, the heart of a tiger, and the
compassion of Mother Theresa. (p. 18)
Case (2010) surveyed a panel of activities directors to identify activities directors’ most
important competencies. Survey results revealed sound judgment, knowledge of league rules,
ethical decision-making, planning, budgeting skills, and time management as the most important.
With increased accountability through performance evaluations in education and the mounting
complexities of the activities director position, it is important that school district and state leaders
provide proper training, development, and job-specific performance evaluation instruments for
activities directors.
In 2011, the Minnesota State Legislature created statutory language requiring Minnesota
schools to conduct annual evaluations of principals beginning in 2013-2014 and for teachers
starting in 2014-2015 (Minnesota Legislature, 2012). Those changes in education require
evaluation of all personnel. However, some personnel categories have been ignored or not
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evaluated during routine evaluation activities or, if evaluated, improper or outdated instruments
were used. For example, Whites (2013) found that school speech-language pathologists were
often evaluated by supervisors with insufficient knowledge of the job performed by those
individuals, or improper evaluation instruments were used, such as those designed for the
evaluation of teachers.
Hinchey (2010) asserted that many employees blamed their evaluators for stressful and
ineffective evaluations, but typically it was an ineffective system or instrument that caused the
employee frustration.
Mahar and Strobert (2010) compared the effectiveness of traditional supervision (single
evaluator) methods and 360-degree feedback (multiple evaluators) methods. Teachers completed
a pre-survey about traditional performance evaluation and a post-survey after they had
experienced a 360-degree feedback evaluation. The survey results revealed that the 360-degree
evaluation methodology provided feedback that promoted professional growth at a considerably
higher level than the traditional evaluation method for those individuals being evaluated. “360degree feedback is a powerful instrument, but only if used wisely and judiciously” (McFarland,
2001, p.11). According to McFarland (2001), 360-degree feedback improved an organization’s
culture, employee satisfaction, and retention.
With performance evaluation so critical to employment decisions and professional
growth and development, it is important that each performance evaluation instrument is designed
to be specific to the position being evaluated and to the rater. Depending on the type of exposure
rater groups have with the person being evaluated, those instruments could vary (Massagli &
Carline, 2007). An evaluation instrument could impact an organization’s effectiveness for their
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employees’ growth and development. “Evaluation plays a particularly important role because it
holds the promise of motivating employees to improve and contribute more effectively to
organizational success” (Lopiano & Zotos, 2014, p. 204). Performance reviews can lead to
professional development focuses that should be viewed as opportunities to learn by combining
purpose with knowledge (Glickman, Gordon, & Gordon, 2010; Lambert, 2003).
As education progresses in the 21st century, performance evaluation methods also need to
evolve to address the needs of a variety of job demands and changing work environment. The
expectation that evaluation instruments are job-specific to the positions being evaluated is
important. Wedin (2013) completed a reliability study of an activities directors’ self-feedback
instrument and their supervisors’ summative instrument regarding activities directors’ job
performances. The evaluation instruments created and tested in the Wedin study were both found
to be valid and statistically reliable. With an alpha correlation coefficient of .91 for the selfevaluation feedback instrument and .96 for the supervisor evaluation instrument. The Wedin
study concluded that both the activities directors’ self-evaluation instrument and the supervisor
evaluation instrument established that the respondents’ lowest scored activities director’s task
was, “Develops and follows a self-improvement plan.” One improvement strategy specified was
the importance of respondents receiving frequent and routine feedback from a variety of
constituents in order to reflect on one’s performance and leadership behaviors (Wedin, 2013).
The study was centered on the development of a formative feedback instrument on which
coaches, extra-curricular advisors, licensed staff members, non-licensed staff members, and
administrators provided their perceptions regarding the overall job performance of activities
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directors. The study findings were combined with Wedin’s (2013) self and supervisor evaluation
instruments to form a comprehensive activities director’s performance appraisal handbook.
Statement of the Problem
The problem of the study was to develop and test for validity and reliability, a 20-item,
360-degree formative feedback instrument for assessing the performance of high school
activities directors. Data were collected from coaches, extra-curricular advisors, licensed staff
members, non-licensed staff members, and administrators regarding activities directors’
performances. Contributing high schools in the state of Minnesota participated in the study
during the spring of 2017. A standard statistical item analysis was completed to calculate basic
descriptive statistics and a Cronbach’s (1951) alpha to determine reliability. In addition, a pilot
test and content analysis of the items was conducted to determine and ensure validity. The study
resulted in a valid and reliable instrument, which may be used by activities directors, their
supervisors, and constituents for a formative performance appraisal process.
Purpose of the Study
In the absence of activities directors’ performance evaluation instruments, the purpose of
the study was to develop and establish validity and reliability for such instruments.
The activities director position is complex and an integral part of school leadership
(Blackburn, Forsyth, Olson, & Whitehead, 2013). Job-specific instruments are needed to provide
activities directors with feedback to identify strengths and deficiencies for effective growth and
development (Evers, 2015). At the conclusion of the study, the formative feedback instrument
designed for the study was paired with the self and supervisor evaluation instruments developed
previously by Wedin (2013). All the developed instruments (newly-developed formative and
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previously developed self and supervisor evaluation) were included in a performance evaluation
handbook for use in the valid and reliable evaluation of activities directors.
Objectives of the Study
The following objectives guided the investigation:
1. Review research and literature on activities directors’ knowledge, skills, and job
responsibilities to garner content validity for development of activities directors’
formative feedback instrument.
2. Design formative feedback instruments based on research and input from educational
professionals.
3.

Test the formative feedback instrument for validity and reliability.

4. Secure permission from participants.
5. Complete a comprehensive activities directors’ performance evaluation handbook.
Research Questions
The study was intended to examine the following questions:
1. To what extent is the newly-developed formative feedback instrument designed for
activities directors found to be statistically consistent (reliable)?
2. To what extent is the newly-developed formative feedback instrument designed for
activities directors found to be internally valid?
a. To what extent are items on the formative feedback instrument for activities
directors found to be applicable to the various rater subgroups: coach/extracurricular advisor, licensed staff, non-licensed staff, and administrator.
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Assumptions of the Study
Assumptions for the research study were as follows:
1. Respondents of the activities director’s formative feedback instrument answered the
feedback items honestly and to the best of their abilities.
2. Respondents are a representative of K-12 coaches/extra-curricular advisors, licensed
staff, non-licensed staff, and administrators in Minnesota.
3. As described in the literature, the role of athletic director is equivalent to the role of
activities directors.
4. Coaches/extra-curricular advisors have a higher likelihood of experiencing the
formative feedback instrument items firsthand.
Delimitation of the Study
The delimitations of the study were as follows:
1. The study was conducted in spring of 2017.
2. The study only included evaluations of activities directors performed by coaches,
extra-curricular advisors, licensed staff members, non-licensed staff members, and
administrators in Minnesota.
3. The study did not take into consideration the gender or race of participants.
Definition of the Terms
360-degree feedback: The concept that employees receive evaluations by multiple raters
with whom they have contact (Manatt, 1997).
Activities director: An individual who supervises, either directly or through delegation,
all organized school activities and all personnel of the activities (Wedin, 2013).
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Content-related validity: The accuracy with which an instrument measures that which it
is intended to measure (Fraenkel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2012).
Cronbach’s alpha: An internal consistency or reliability coefficient for an instrument
requiring only one test administration (Cronbach, 1951; Fraenkel et al., 2012).
Formative evaluation: Provides feedback with the purpose to improve job performance
(Glickman et al., 2010).
Instrument: Any device for systematically collecting data, such as a test, a questionnaire,
or an interview schedule (Fraenkel et al., 2012).
Likert-type scale: A self-reporting instrument in which an individual responds to a series
of choices. Each choice is given a numerical value and the total score is presumed to indicate the
attitude or belief in questions (Fraenkel et al., 2012).
Pilot study: A small-scale study administered before conducting an actual study- for the
purpose of revealing defects in the research plans (Fraenkel et al., 2012).
Reliability: The degree to which scores obtained with an instrument are consistent
measures of whatever the instrument measures (Fraenkel et al., 2012).
Statute: A law created by the government.
Summative evaluation: An instrument evaluators use to determine the overall
effectiveness or usefulness of an evaluation object (Fraenkel et al., 2012).
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Chapter II: Review of Literature
The review of literature for the study focused on five categories: Overview of K-12 school
improvement, local Minnesota school improvement efforts, performance evaluation, effective
leadership behaviors, and activities director’s roles and responsibilities along with subcomponents for each category.
The study was built based on Wedin’s (2013) study, which created and tested an
activities director self-evaluation instrument and supervisor summative evaluation instrument for
reliability and validity.
The study developed a feedback instrument to gather 360-degree feedback regarding job
performance perceptions from high school coaches, extra-curricular advisors, licensed staff
members, non-licensed staff members, and administrators about their local activities director.
The study designed and piloted an activities director’s formative 360-degree feedback
instruments to gather feedback from coaches, extra-curricular advisors, licensed staff members,
non-licensed staff members, and administrators. The evaluation instrument was tested for content
validity and statistical reliability.
The literature review process was completed by conducting Internet searches using a
variety of search engines and using St. Cloud State University’s library resources, including the
Educational Resource Information Center (ERIC) database, EBSCOhost research database,
ProQuest research database, Google, and Google Scholar. Bibliographies found in relevant
research articles were used to identify other resources to obtain.
These searches revealed a number of references to books and journal articles on teacher
and principal evaluation, 360-degree feedback, and activities director’s job roles and
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responsibilities. There was a lack of research regarding performance evaluation of activities
directors. Through extensive research only three activities director’s job-specific evaluations
were found.
One such evaluation was discovered in the publication, Athletic Director’s Desk
Reference Guide (Lopiano & Zotos, 2014). The performance evaluation had multiple instruments
and could be used as a 360-degree evaluation; the instrument did not include any information
regarding the instrument being tested for statistical reliability.
An additional evaluation instrument was revealed in a presentation document created by
Perkins Jr. (n.d.). The instrument was embedded in the Perkins presentation document regarding
effectiveness of activities director’s evaluation. The document did not contain any statements
regarding the validity or reliability of the instrument, instrument items being research based, or
any literature references.
Another activities director’s evaluation instrument (“High School,” 2015) was discovered
on the website SlideShare (2015). This evaluation document was titled High School Athletic
Director Performance Appraisal (Slideshare, 2015). It contained an evaluation instrument and
details regarding the evaluation process. The document lacked any information regarding
evaluation items being valid or statistical reliability of the instrument, instrument items being
research based, any literature references, or a bibliography. The document also stated it can be
used for a variety of other fields; healthcare, non-profit, business development, manufacturing,
software development, pharmaceutical, human resources, and many others (SlideShare, 2015).
Through an extensive literature review, the three instruments identified above were the only
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performance evaluation instruments exposed, that were job-specific to the activities director
position.
The review of literature included a synthesis of studies focused on school improvement,
leadership, personnel evaluation, and activities directors’ roles and responsibilities.
Overview of K-12 School Improvement
Federal legislation, Every Student Succeeds Act, stressed improvement of schools,
districts, and the educational system as a whole.
Given the high stakes associated with standardized testing scores and changing
regulations of local, state and federal governments, the performance of site-based school
leaders is under closer scrutiny from school boards and superintendents than at any other
time in our nation’s history. (National Interscholastic Athletic Administrators Association
Publication Committee, 2015, p. 12)
Leaders of school organizations are crucial for their improvement and success.
“Educational leadership is more important than ever. States recognize that schools and districts
will not meet demanding requirements for improving achievement without effective leaders”
(Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium, 2008, p. 1). The major aim of leadership
development is sustained school improvement (Lambert, 2003). School leaders are under an
increasing amount of stress and job performance accountability as state and national standards
for accountability keep changing.
With these organizational changes, evidence of student achievement is essential to meet
local, state, and national expectations. A school administrator’s job is more than finance,
transportation, and hiring. He/she must also be an instructional leader, data analyst, community
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relation’s officer, and an agent of change (Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium,
2008). With educational leaders having various and expanding roles, it is important to ensure
their support system also includes an environment for professional growth and performance
improvement. School leadership has continually evolved to include an array of job
responsibilities and growing demands that directly impact school improvement (Schmoker,
2016).
Effective school research. To meet accountability and demands, identifying school
improvement and effective school characteristics has been an ongoing focus in education.
Edmonds (1982) recognized five characteristics that can impact school improvement and a
school’s effectiveness. The characteristics were identified in Edmonds’ (1979) study. These are
five vital characteristics linked with school success:
•

Robust administrative leadership

•

Effective instructional focus to meet student needs

•

Safe climate conducive to teaching

•

Expectation that all students obtain at least minimum mastery

•

Measures of pupil achievement

Many of the factors that were identified by Edmonds in 1979 have continued to appear in
research and publication regarding school improvement.
Brookover and Lezotte (1979) compared characteristics in schools exhibiting a student
achievement improvement to schools displaying a student achievement decline. Brookover and
Lezotte identified 10 characteristics of schools where students were improving achievement
results:
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•

Schools focused goals and objectives on math and reading.

•

Schools believed that all students can master basic objectives.

•

Staff increased levels of expectations.

•

Teachers and principals assumed responsibility for teaching math and reading.

•

Staff devoted time to reading and math objectives.

•

Principals were involved with all parts of the school and assume responsibility of
achievement.

•

Staff had acceptance of accountability.

•

Teachers experienced tension and dissatisfaction as they push for improvement.

•

Schools have more parent-initiated involvement.

•

Staff selection of students to be placed in compensatory education programs is not
heavily relied on paraprofessional or classroom teachers.

The 10 statements identified by Brookover and Lezotte were consistent in the schools their
research was focused. Other researchers continually evaluated school effectiveness traits
referencing the Brookover and Lezotte study.
Over the years, follow-up research used characteristics from Brookover and Lezotte
(1979) and Edmonds (1979, 1982) to identify seven predictors of effective schools (Lezotte,
2001):
•

Safe and orderly school environment

•

High expectations for success

•

Effective instructional leadership

•

Clear and focused mission
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•

Opportunity to learn

•

Student time on task

•

Frequent monitoring of student progress

•

Effective home-school relations

The assortment of school effectiveness concepts can create an array of theories that can
be implemented by individuals and groups to be factors in establishing a successful school.
District, school, and student success in schools involves many groups, teachers,
administrators, students, parents, and community members collectively committing to school
improvement (Glickman et al., 2010; Lambert, 2003; Lezotte, 2001). Marzano, Waters, and
McNulty (2005) produced a meta-analysis publication by examining sixty-nine studies. The
result of their study observed a direct correlation between school leadership and student
achievement. As school improvement and school effectiveness efforts continue, leaders of an
organization will continuously clarify, model, practice, and monitor initiatives (Schmoker,
2016).
Federal and state governments have put several policies into place that illustrate the
increase in the importance of leadership in schools. Some of the recent initiatives include:
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). In 1965, Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) was signed into law (Social Welfare History Project, 2016). The primary
purpose of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act was to provide equitable education
opportunities to the nation’s underprivileged children (Thomas & Brady, 2005). According to the
Social Welfare History Project (2016), funds allotted through the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act had to be used for the following:
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•

Professional development

•

Instructional materials

•

Resources to support educational supports

•

Promotion of parent involvement

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act has been modified and renamed many
times since its inception in 1965, but the main purpose has always been to close the achievement
gap of at-risk schoolchildren, while maintaining accountability and high standards (Thomas &
Brady, 2005).
Goals 2000: Educate America Act. In 1994, Goals 2000: Educate America Act was
signed into law. The primary purpose of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act was to reform
education systematically, including ambitious educational goals, comparing content standards,
instructional goals, and periodic assessments of student performance (Heise, 1994). By the year
2000, schools and students must be able to achieve the following as stated by Paris (1994):
•

All children in the United States will start school ready to learn.

•

The high school graduation rate will increase to at least 90%.

•

All students will leave grades four, eight, and twelve having demonstrated
competency of subject matter.

•

Students from the United States will be first in the world in mathematics and science
achievement.

•

Every American adult will be literate and will possess the knowledge and skills
necessary to compete in the global economy and exercise the rights and
responsibilities of citizenship.
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•

Every school in the United States will be free of drugs and violence.

•

The nation’s teaching force will have the opportunity and access to programs for
continued improvement of skills needed to instruct in the next century.

•

Every school will promote partnership that will increase parental involvement in
promoting social, emotional, and academic growth of the children.

Goals 2000 then came to an end in December 2000 to allow for funding and implementation to
be focused towards the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.
No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB). In January 2001, the No Child Left Behind (NCLB)
Act of 2001 was signed into law. One of the major goals of the No Child Left Behind Act was to
make sure all students were getting the resources they needed to become successful. The No
Child Left Behind Act also increased accountability for states, school districts, and schools,
along with a strong emphasis on hiring highly qualified teachers and increasing reading
proficiency (United States Department of Education, 2002). The United States Department of
Education (2002) stated the following:
Requiring States to implement statewide accountability systems covering all public
schools and students. These systems must be based on challenging State standards in
reading and mathematics and annual statewide progress objectives ensuring all groups of
students reach proficiency in 12 years. Assessment results and State progress objectives
must be broken out by poverty, race, ethnicity, disability, and limited English
proficiency to ensure no group is left behind. (p. 1)
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During the time span of the No Child Left Behind Act, Race to the Top
was introduced in 2009 as an additional attempt to improve schools and student
achievement.
Race to the Top. President Obama signed Race to the Top Fund into law in February
2009 as part of the American Recovery Reinvestment Act of 2009 (United States Department of
Education, 2009). Race to the Top was a grant program that states across the country could apply
for to get additional funding to meet certain program guidelines. There are four key components
of the Race to the Top program (The White House, n.d.):
•

Improvement and increased rigor for standards and assessments.

•

Enhancement of data systems to provide effective data regarding student progress.

•

Increase support and resources for teachers and school administrators.

•

Transform low performing schools.

There were a total of three phases of the program that provided funding for 19 states. A total of
34 states made changes to their education laws in an effort to improve education while
attempting to gain Race to the Top funds (The White House, n.d.). The Race to the Top program
also included additional grant opportunities for preschool and personalized learning. The last
grant was awarded in 2013 (Klein, 2015). As the nation continued its efforts to increase student
achievement through effective schools, the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESEA) was introduced.
Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). On December 10, 2015, President Barack Obama
signed the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) into law to replace the No Child Left Behind Act
(United States Department of Education, n.d.). The changes include more local control by the
states, attempt to decentralize the federal government, while also creating a focus on non-
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academic indicators as school priorities (Mathis & Trujillo, 2016). The Every Student Succeeds
Act is still in the early stages of its existence and the full effects are unknown.
As many improvement efforts have happened and are still happening on the national
level, the same efforts have been happening at the state levels.
Local Minnesota School Improvement Efforts
With the implementation of federal mandates directed toward school improvement, many
states have also implemented their own directives to focus on school improvement. These efforts
include a focus on standards, accountability assessments, teacher growth and development plans,
and additional accountability for school districts.
State academic standards and Minnesota Comprehensive Assessments. The
requirements behind No Child Left Behind led Minnesota to evolve their state standards and
state accountability assessments. State academic standards include general goals of student
learning in content areas along with grade-level benchmarks. The revised statute requires that
students must demonstrate their understanding of academic standards on a nationally normed
college entrance exam (Minnesota Department of Education, 2013).
Minnesota Legislature Revised Statute 120B.024 in 2013, which required students to pass
a standard-based graduation exam in order to graduate. The Minnesota Comprehensive
Assessments are state tests in mathematics, reading, and science that meet the requirements of
federal law. The Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment measures students’ performance on the
Minnesota Academic Standards (Minnesota Department of Education, 2013). “Academic
standards are paramount to every academic initiative in which schools and districts engage”
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(Minnesota Department of Education, n.d.a., p. 1). Curriculum and assessment has been an
ongoing improvement effort along with teacher growth and development efforts.
Quality Compensation (Q-Comp). July 2005, Quality Compensation was enacted
through the Minnesota Legislature. It is a voluntary program that allows school districts to
collectively bargain a plan that meets five major components (Minnesota Department of
Education, 2013). The five main components of Quality Compensation are: career ladder and
advancement options, job-embedded professional development, teacher evaluation and
observation, performance pay, and alternative salary schedule (Hezel Associates, 2009).
Approved school districts in Minnesota receive additional funding per pupil through state aid and
board approved levies (Minnesota Department of Education, 2013). Schools are still enrolled and
using Quality Compensation.
World’s Best Workforce. In 2013, in a continued effort to increase student achievement
the Minnesota Legislature passed Statute, 120B.11, that all school districts in the state of
Minnesota have to develop a World’s Best Workforce Plan and summary report (Minnesota
Department of Education, n.d.b.).
Minnesota Department of Education (2014) established that each school district must
develop a plan that addresses the following five goals:
•

All children are ready to start kindergarten.

•

All third-graders can read at grade level.

•

All achievement gaps between students are closed.

•

All students are ready for career and/or postsecondary education.

•

All students graduate from high school.
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Minnesota’s World’s Best Workforce Plan has evolved since its inception and is still a
requirement for Minnesota school districts. An example of the requirements that must be
integrated in a district’s World’s Best Workforce Plan include data driven goal setting,
curriculum systems, strategies for improvement of instruction, curriculum, and student
achievement, along with teacher development and evaluation and principal evaluation
(Minnesota Department of Education, 2014).
Minnesota Education Evaluation Statutes. In 2011, the Minnesota State Legislature
created statutory language requiring Minnesota schools to have annual evaluations of principals
starting in 2013-2014, and of teachers starting in 2014-2015 (Education Minnesota, 2012).
Components required for the teacher development and evaluation law are listed below
(Education Minnesota, 2012; Larson, 2012):
•

Provide annual evaluations for probationary teachers.

•

Establish a three-year professional cycle that includes a growth and development
plan, formative peer review, opportunity for a professional learning community, and
one summative evaluation.

•

Based on professional teaching standards.

•

Coordinate staff development events with evaluation process and outcomes.

•

Allow teachers to present a portfolio demonstrating professional growth.

•

Use of valid and reliable data aligned to state standards to measure student growth.

•

Use of longitudinal data on student engagement.

•

Use of qualified and trained evaluators must perform summative assessments.

•

Provide teachers not meeting expectations a teacher improvement process to improve.
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•

Instill discipline to a teacher who does not adequately improve.

Components required for the principal development and evaluation mandate are listed
below (Education Minnesota, 2012; Larson, 2012):
•

Provide support and improve principal leadership practice.

•

Apply formative and summative assessments.

•

Provide a consistent job description for a principal with the plans and goals of the
district.

•

Provide on-the-job observations and previous evaluations.

•

Use of surveys to help identify a principal’s strengths and weaknesses.

•

Use of longitudinal data to measure student academic growth.

•

Connect evaluations to professional development.

•

Require an improvement plan for principals not meeting expectations.

A purpose of evaluation is to provide support and to encourage professional learning and
growth. Administrators are also evaluated on leadership attributes of goal setting and how well
they lead staff in achieving those goals (Hemati, 2011). These transformations are causing
school districts to rethink their evaluation process and system (Wilkerson, Manatt, Rogers, &
Maughan, 2000).
Personnel Evaluation
Accountability for school improvement is often given to administration, therefore,
administrator performance evaluation is an integral part of a school’s success. “Evaluation plays
a particularly important role because it holds the promise of motivating employees to improve
and contribute more effectively to organizational success” (Lopiano & Zotos, 2014, p. 204).
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System components of performance appraisal. Danielson (2001) used the word
“meaningless” to describe the history of performance evaluation, but believed educational
organizations have started to transform evaluation in schools and districts. The evaluation system
should be built through collaboration to define, learn, and implement skills, knowledge, and
programs in an effort to achieve common goals of the organization (Glickman et al., 2010). An
employee feeling vulnerable is a major hurdle in producing an effective multi-rater feedback
evaluation (McCarthy & Garavan, 2001). Professional development should be viewed as an
opportunity to learn by constructing meaning and knowledge together (Glickman et al., 2010;
Lambert, 2003).
Mahar and Strobert (2010) discovered that in educational organizations, traditional
evaluation systems provided ineffective evaluations and ambiguous supervisor feedback. These
results were similar to Hinchey (2010) who discovered that many people evaluated blamed the
evaluator for stressful and ineffective evaluations, but an ineffective system or instrument was
the actual cause of frustration. Manatt and Benway (1998) observed that many principal and
teacher evaluations provided non-specific feedback, which impacted the opportunity to use the
evaluation to drive professional growth and development. As school districts and government
agencies influence and adjust requirements regarding performance evaluation of educational
professionals, the process will have to be wisely designed to make sure the evaluations are
effective for all parties involved (Wedin, 2013).
Framework that drives the evaluation system is effective leadership, both individual and
team, and requires core components (Goldring, Porter, Murphy, Elliot, & Cravens, 2007). For an
effective and accurate evaluation, the evaluation instrument must be relevant and job-specific.
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Whites (2013) found supervisors evaluated many public school speech-language pathologists
infrequently, not at all, or with improper evaluation instruments. For example, when speechlanguage pathologists were evaluated, the instruments used were often regular classroom teacher
instruments. State legislatures have the ability to set guidelines for evaluating school leaders’
performance and these evaluations must be based on job performance specific to their position
(Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium, 2008).
Evaluation of school personnel consists of two types of evaluation processes—formative
and summative. Formative feedback must be seen as a way to improve and develop in a nonthreatening environment. Formative process typically involves some form of feedback from
multiple constituents, happens more frequently, and focuses on the growth and development of
the individual. In contrast, summative evaluation can be seen as high-stakes evaluation deciding
future employment and pay (Hinchey, 2010).
The purpose and process of summative appraisal is intended to meet the need for an
organization’s employee accountability (Glickman et al., 2010). Summative evaluation can
provide evidence of inadequate performance, need for remediation, and potential firings of
employees not meeting organizational expectations (Glickman et al., 2010). Summative
assessment occurs less frequent, but often is viewed as the most critical since it is the employer’s
final judgment of an employee’s performance. Summative and formative appraisal can be both
beneficial and critical in the evaluation process. Additionally, self-feedback can provide another
component to the evaluation process (McCarthy & Garavan, 2001). It allows the evaluated
individual to have his/her thoughts and perceptions added to the system of evaluation (Glickman
et al., 2010). Self-feedback, or self-evaluation conveys the message that the contextual
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knowledge of the practitioners is respected and valued, and that the employer encourages buy-in
from the employee (Hinchey, 2010). Furthermore, self-evaluation entails a reflection of practice,
which is used as a discussion point during the evaluation conference; this improves
communication between supervisors and subordinates (United States Office of Personnel
Management, 1997).
A study executed by Atkins and Wood (2002) found that self-feedback provided a variety
of scores varying above and below the overall combined group performance rating. Research has
also found, at times, that self-ratings have low correlations between other rater’s marks (United
States Office of Personnel Management, 1997). Because self-feedback can provide an assortment
of results, depending on how the rater perceives his or her performance, it has to be used
cautiously and additional evaluation raters should be used (Atkins & Wood, 2002). If multiple
feedback raters are used, the organization is using 360-degree evaluation.
The core concept of 360-degree evaluation, stresses the importance that an employee is
evaluated by those with whom he or she has contact, including supervisors, peers, students, and
the public (Manatt, 1997). By including a variety of parties in the evaluation process, the
personnel appraisal process provides an opportunity to more efficiently improve job performance
(Wilkerson et al., 2000). The use of multiple raters is a benefit to the evaluation process because
supervisors typically are not able to appraise all of an employee’s individual job tasks (Massagli
& Carline, 2007). As feedback is provided from multiple raters and numerous aspects of a
position, having an effective instrument is critical. Depending on the type of exposure rater
groups have with the person being evaluated, assessment instruments could vary group-to-group
or person-to-person (Massagli & Carline, 2007). Mahar and Strobert (2010) assert that 360-
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degree formative evaluation provides feedback that promotes professional growth considerably
more than traditional evaluation for individuals.
360-degree feedback creates a complete performance evaluation to identify strengths and
weaknesses among rater groups and specific job responsibilities. However, an identified issue of
360-degree feedback is relationship with raters to the employee being evaluated can cause
inaccurate evaluation data, since all constituents that interact with the position rate the employee
(Milliman, Zawacki, Norman, Powell, & Kirksey, 1994). According to Custom Insight (n.d.), a
franchise that specializes in 360-feedback, ten mistakes that can create failure of the 360-degree
feedback process:
•

Ineffective assessment items

•

Deficiency of alignment with the organization’s vision, mission, and strategy

•

Lack of communication

•

Absence of senior-level support

•

Lack of trust or comfort

•

Feeble planning

•

Inappropriate delivery of feedback

•

Nonexistent development plan

•

No accountability

•

No follow-up

“360-degree feedback is a powerful instrument, but only if used wisely and judiciously”
(McFarland, 2001, p.11). In addition to having an effective evaluation system established, it is
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crucial to select an evaluation instrument that contains psychometric integrity for the position
being appraised (Chappelow, 2004).
Instrument development. It is important that all evaluation and feedback instruments are
valid, statistically reliable, and feasible to the position being evaluated (Massagli & Carline,
2007). “More importantly than the logistical challenge of creating a customized instrument is
carrying out the validity and reliability studies to be sure that the instrument is psychometrically
sound” (Chappelow, 2004, p. 45). When developing an instrument, follow these guidelines: be
specific, focus on what you want the employee to do, use concrete details, use active verbs, and
be realistic (Lieber, 2011). By applying the aforementioned guidelines, you can help ensure
validity and reliability of your evaluation instrument.
In order for data to be useful, it must be determined to be both reliable and valid
(Sommer, n.d.). The purpose of validity is to make a judgment or estimate of how well an
appraisal instrument is going to be able to measure what it was intended to measure (Cohen &
Swerdlik, 2005). Validity is defined as referring to the appropriateness, correctness,
meaningfulness, and usefulness of the instrument based on collected data (Fraenkel, Wallen,
Hyun, 2012). Content validity, therefore, is partly a matter of determining if the instrument
content contains an adequate sample of the domain it represents (Fraenkel et al., 2012).
Reliability refers to the consistency of the data obtained. Cronbach’s (1951) alpha scale of
reliability assesses the internal consistency and reliability of the instrument. Ensuring the
statistical and technical integrity of the instrument allows confidence in the results.
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A valid and reliable instrument will provide appropriate feedback pertinent to the position
that will be beneficial to identify where support and development is needed, which will be
advantageous to the evaluation process (Wedin, 2013).
Reporting feedback results. The performance feedback instrument is only successful if
educational leaders use them effectively (McFarland, 2001). A significant component of
performance appraisals should be a two-way conversation to enhance the purpose of the
evaluation (Lieber, 2011). When sharing the feedback results, data should not be the only
evidence used by the supervisor, but the supervisor should also attempt to better understand the
evaluatee by asking questions during the evaluation meeting (Chappelow, 2004). Chappelow’s
research identified seven features that need to be included into the feedback process once data is
collected:
•

Confidentiality of feedback data.

•

Provide an opportunity for participants to meet with a trained facilitator for data
clarification.

•

Collaborate with superiors in an attempt to increase buy-in regarding the participant’s
professional development plan.

•

Establish a system that includes a pre-observation meeting to define participants’
development goals.

•

Offer professional development on effective leadership.

•

Implement a plan for ongoing feedback.

•

Apply a process that includes continual follow up of the growth and development
plan.

37
If the evaluation process is completed correctly, performance issues that are typically unnoticed
or deliberately avoided are confronted, increasing the likelihood of improved performance
(McFarland, 2001). Using information from the 360-degree feedback instruments and the
evaluation meeting, a growth and development plan should be created (Chappelow, 2004).
Creating a growth and development plan. A key component of the growth and
development plan is to examine feedback data in order to establish professional goals (Manatt &
Benway, 1998). “The primary focus of performance evaluations should be a process that helps
employees maximize their abilities, continue to grow in their positions, celebrate their
accomplishments collectively and individually, and address a future professional development
plan” (Lopiano & Zotos, 2014, p. 204). In evaluation systems, creating a growth and
development plan doesn’t always occur.
The use of multi-rater feedback not only provides information for individual employee
growth and development, but can also be used to aggregate evaluation to identify strengths and
areas of needed development within the organization (Weatherly, 2004). A successful evaluation
process might be the only time that an employee actually reflecta on his/her own job
performance (Chappelow, 2004). Implementing or sustaining a growth and development plan
can be a component of an organization’s effective leadership traits allowing an opportunity for
both subordinates and supervisors to continually develop their professional skills.
Effective Leadership Behaviors
Educational research suggested that a characteristic of high performing districts and
schools is effective leadership (AdvancED, 2007; Brookover & Lezotte, 1979; Edmonds, 1982;
Lezotte, 2001; Marzano et al., 2005; Schmoker, 2016). The literature described two types of
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leadership: transactional and transformational (Bass, 1985; Burns 1978; Marzano et al., 2005).
Transactional leadership is defined as trading one thing for another, or quid pro quo, meaning, “I
do for you, you do for me.” Transactional leadership creates an environment of employees afraid
to take risks and only attempt to achieve management-created goals. These leaders and their
employees believe their job must be to keep status quo, whereas transformational leaders focus
more on change (Bass, 1985; Burns 1978; Marzano et al., 2005). A transformational leader is
able to inspire and motivate a variety of individuals within his/her organization (Kim, Magnusen,
Andrew, & Stoll, 2012). Possessing these skills can change and continue to improve an
organization, while empowering employees and creating an environment to improve the
companies’ core concepts. A transformational leader never settles and continues to move an
organization forward through leadership and action.
Effective leaders also need to know more than what do to; they need to know when, how,
and why it needs to be accomplished (AdvanceED, 2007; Collins, 2001). Leaders that encourage
collective decision-making, collaboration, and implementation help change and sustain the goals
of an organization (Glickman et al., 2010; Hinchey 2010; Rosenholtz, 1989). A skillful leader
should be instilling a cybernetic system within themselves and the organization. Schmoker
(2016) identified that research, reduction, clarification, repeated practice, and monitoring as five
actions for effective leadership. These actions create an environment of continual organizational
evaluation. As schools continue to become more complex, educational leadership has become
vital.
An increasingly important educational leadership position is that of activities director.
Large numbers of students are involved in school activities, thus increasing the duties and
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responsibilities of the activities director. The person in this position must possess a variety of
leadership skills (Young, Edmonson, & Slate, 2010). Essential educational leadership traits to
assist in an activities director’s success include organization, planning, decision-making,
problem solving, implementing, and communication (Goldring et al., 2007; Young et al., 2010).
Many of these traits are consistent in educational leadership roles. “Leadership is a composite of
commendable personal attributes and ways of acting that causes employees and student-athletes
to believe in the leader’s judgment and direction and want to execute or fulfill the leader’s
assignments and expectation” (Lopiano & Zotos, 2014, p. 5).
As the activities director position has evolved, activities directors are often expected to
have educational administration training (Lopiano & Zotos, 2014). Research completed by Elza
(2014) identified that successful activities directors believed that job-specific education and
experiences are essential for suitable job preparation. An activities director also needs to possess
an understanding of other school leadership positions because they must have a shared vision
consistent with goals of the school district through implementation of local, state, and national
policies (Young et al., 2010).
Activities Directors’ Roles and Responsibilities
Activities directors have unique, important, and dynamic roles in a school or district. As
the activities director position has evolved, it has become one of the most complex in secondary
education (Blackburn, Forsyth, Olson, & Whitehead, 2013). Blackburn, Forsyth, Olson, and
Whitehead (2013) stated:
Much is expected of contemporary high school athletic administrators. They are asked to
be full-time educators and part psychologist, attorney, accountant, and contractor. At the
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same time, they must possess the wisdom of Solomon, the heart of a tiger, and the
compassion of Mother Theresa. (p. 18)
There have been a variety of studies completed to identify the roles and responsibilities of
activities directors.
Miller and Williams (1983) identified the key responsibilities of an activities director in
higher education. These responsibilities included:
•

Managing a budget

•

Monitoring eligibility

•

Development and review of policies

•

Representative to governing organizations

•

Creating and maintaining public relations

•

Scheduling of events and facilities

•

Sustaining accurate records

•

Ordering equipment

•

Overseeing fundraising

•

Preparing travel arrangements

•

Management of events

•

Recruitment and management of coaches and advisors

Many of the items that were identified as key tasks for activities director in higher
education were also found to be tasks of high school activities directors.
Case (2010) surveyed a panel of educational leaders whose job responsibilities included
overseeing athletics and/or activities. The survey included a list of 35 competencies identified
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through research, feedback from individuals familiar with the position, and a pilot study. A
Likert-type scale was used to identify activities directors’ most important competencies from the
list of 35 competencies. Findings identified these skills as most for activities directors to possess:
•

Sound judgment

•

Knowledge of league rules

•

Ethical decision-making

•

Comprehensive planning

•

Robust budgeting

•

Efficient time management

A study conducted by Stier and Schneider (2000) surveyed high school principals and
found that they believed that budget and law were the most important content areas of the
activities director position.
Having an understanding of law impacts the effectiveness of an activities director. As the
position has transformed, legal topics include: compliance of Title IX, constitutional and civil
rights, prevention of hazing, prevention of sexual harassment, and liability for sports injuries
(Blackburn, Forsyth, Olson, & Whitehead, 2013). An activities director now has more
accountability and initiatives focused on the areas of health and safety. For example, Heads Up:
Concussion in High School Sports initiative was launched in 2005 and was directed toward
activities directors and others (Sawyer et al., 2010). An increasing number of statutes, rules, and
regulations have impacted an activities director’s job responsibility.
With an increase of school, state, and federal regulations, monitoring compliance creates
a complex and important part of the job (Copeland & Kirsch, 1995; Young et al., 2010). As the
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position includes increasingly diverse job functions and job demands, so has the position’s
burnout rate (Martin, Kelley & Eklund, 1999). A study completed by Sullivan, Lonsdale, and
Taylor (2014), found that burnout rates of activities directors was at an alarming rate, and
adequate training is needed for activities directors and their supervisors in an attempt to decrease
job burnout. Martin et al. (1999) identified activities directors’ job tasks that are stressful and
have the potential to increase the burnout rate of activities directors:
•

Hiring and firing coaches and advisors

•

Raising funds

•

Balancing a budget

•

Maintaining competitive programs

•

Forging relationships with coaches, advisors, students, activity participants, and
parents

Review of Literature Summary
As the activities director position continues to experience a rapid job transformation and
turnover in the position continues to increase, it is important that school districts understand the
activities director position. It is critical that school personnel are able to effectively evaluate the
activities directors’ performance in order to provide effective growth and development (Evers,
2015). It is vital that activities directors are being evaluated properly with an instrument that is
specific to their job and can offer effective feedback for support and personal growth.
The review of literature for this study focused on five categories: Overview of K-12
school improvement, local Minnesota school improvement efforts, performance evaluation,
effective leadership behaviors, and activities director’s role and responsibility along with sub-
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components for each category. Through the process of the literature review, a plethora of
information could be found related to school improvement efforts, effective leadership, and
administrator performance evaluation. The literature review did identify gaps in the research
directly related to the activities director position. Literature specific to the activities director
position was found by a narrow group of publications and authors. The topic of activities director
performance evaluation was very limited and the identified evaluation instruments weren’t
proven to be research-based or statistically reliable.
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Chapter III: Methodology
Background Information to the Study
In the absence of activities directors’ performance evaluation instruments, the purpose of
the study was to develop and establish validity and reliability for such instruments.
The instrument was tested for validity and reliability by collecting coach, extra-curricular
advisor, licensed staff, non-licensed staff, and administrator feedback. Chapter III details the
procedures for data collection, analysis, and developing the formative evaluation instrument.
The formative feedback items were written to align with a study conducted by Wedin
(2013) regarding development of an activities director self-feedback evaluation instrument and a
supervisor evaluation instrument.
Statement of the Problem
The problem of the study was to develop and test for validity and reliability, a 20-item,
360-degree formative feedback instrument for assessing the performance of high school
activities directors. Data were collected from coaches, extra-curricular advisors, licensed staff
members, non-licensed staff members, and administrators regarding activities directors’
performances. Contributing high schools in the state of Minnesota participated in the study
during the spring of 2017. A standard statistical item analysis was completed to calculate basic
descriptive statistics and a Cronbach’s (1951) alpha to determine reliability. In addition, a pilot
test and content analysis of the items was conducted to determine and ensure validity. The study
resulted in a valid and reliable instrument, which may be used by activities directors, their
supervisors, and constituents for a formative performance appraisal process.
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Purpose of the Study
In the absence of activities directors’ performance evaluation instruments, the purpose of
the study was to develop and establish validity and reliability for such instruments.
The activities director position is complex and an integral part of school leadership
(Blackburn, Forsyth, Olson, & Whitehead, 2013). Job-specific instruments are needed to provide
activity directors with feedback to identify strengths and weaknesses for effective growth and
development (Evers, 2015). At the conclusion of the study, the formative feedback instrument
designed for the study was paired with the self and supervisor evaluation instruments developed
previously by Wedin (2013). All the developed instruments (newly-developed formative and
previously developed self and supervisor) were included in a performance evaluation handbook
for use in the valid and reliable evaluation of activities directors.
Research Questions
The study was intended to examine the following questions:
1. To what extent is the newly-developed formative feedback instrument designed for
activities directors found to be statistically consistent (reliable)?
2. To what extent is the newly-developed formative feedback instrument designed for
activities directors found to be internally valid?
a. To what extent are items on the formative feedback instrument for activities
directors found to be applicable to the various rater subgroups: coach/extracurricular advisor, licensed staff, non-licensed staff, and administrator.
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Participants
Participants in the study were coaches, extra-curricular advisors, licensed staff members,
non-licensed staff members, and administrators of K-12 schools in Minnesota. Using the
Minnesota State High School League (n.d.) website, which is public domain, email
addresses were obtained for all high school activities directors in Minnesota. A detailed
cover letter (Appendix A) was used to contact 420 Minnesota high school activities
directors by email to identify activities directors that were willing to be the subject of a
performance appraisal through formative feedback by their coaches, extra-curricular
advisors, licensed staff members, non-licensed staff, and administrators. The results were
then used to test the reliability of the formative feedback instrument.
A total of 24 activities directors expressed interest in having their schools participate in
the study. After the initial commitment to participate in the study, one activity director formally
withdrew, and two other activity directors did not respond to any further communication
regarding the study. A total of 21 activity directors agreed to have their schools participate in the
study.
The participant request letter (Appendix B) and survey link were sent to potential
participants via email by the participating school’s activities director or by the researcher, the
method of delivery was decided by the site’s activities director. The participant request letter
(Appendix A) and survey link were sent to 21 school sites and delivered to a total of 1,369
potential contributors that had an association to the activities directors position.
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Human Subject Approval
In an effort to ensure that the rights and welfare of subjects participating in the study
were adequately protected, all requirements set forth by the St. Cloud State University
Institutional Review Board (IRB) were strictly followed. This dissertation was conducted in an
educational setting involving typical education practices. Data were collected by means of a
questionnaire survey, and there were no foreseeable discomforts to or risks imposed upon
participation. The terms of modified consent, presented in the informed consent (Appendix C),
allow for voluntary participation, indicated by the completion and return of the survey, and nonparticipation, indicated by no return of a survey.
Instrument Development
The instrument was designed to provide information regarding the performance on
specific skills, knowledge, and abilities demonstrated by activities directors. The formative
feedback instrument collected perceptions from subgroups who are associated with the activities
director position. Responses on the evaluation instrument were used to test and analyze the
reliability of the instrument. The instrument can also be used to determine strengths and areas for
growth of the activities director being evaluated, which can be used to guide professional growth
and development of activities directors.
Piloting of the instrument was employed to ensure content validity. The pilot study was
examined for understanding, clarity, and readability of instrument items and was sent to
practitioners in the education field that render an understanding of the activities director position.
Statements regarding understanding, clarity, and readability did not appear on the instrument that
was distributed to potential study participants.
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The formative feedback instrument was designed to obtain feedback from coaches, extracurricular advisors, licensed staff, non-licensed staff, and administrators’ perceptions of an
activities director’s job performance. The evaluation instrument contained 20-items in two
categories—professional responsibility and job-specific responsibility. Participants identified
their association with the activities director as coach/extra-curricular advisor, licensed staff, nonlicensed staff, or administrator. Subsequently, participants responded to the items included on the
feedback instrument assessing the performance of the activities director.
Rating scale. The formative feedback instrument employed a Likert-type rating scale.
With a Likert-type rating scale instrument, respondents self-report the extent of their agreement
with five choices provided for each instrument’s item. Each choice is assigned a numerical value
and provides respondents’ attitudes or beliefs about each instrument item statement (Fraenkel et
al., 2012). The following Likert-type rating scale was employed in the development of the
instrument:
•

Strongly Agree (4)—The rater strongly agrees with the statement

•

Agree (3)—The rater agrees with the statement

•

Disagree (2)—The rater disagrees with the statement

•

Strongly Disagree (1)—The rater strongly disagrees with the statement

•

Does Not Apply to My Position (Not Applicable) (0)—Criterion is not applicable
and does not pertain to the rater.

The formative feedback instrument was completed on the basis of the rater’s perception
of the activities director’s job performance on each instrument item.
Instrument feedback items. The formative feedback instrument contained 20-items
related to activities directors that fit in the categories of professional responsibility and job-
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specific responsibility. Hinchey (2010) wrote there are three important components to evaluation
instrument items: quality, performance, and effectiveness. Quality is based on personal traits,
skills, and understandings. Performance emphasizes activities directors’ job responsibilities.
Effectiveness is focused on the activities directors effect on students. All three traits were
incorporated into the evaluation instrument.
Examples of quality feedback items are as follows:
•

The activities director effectively communicates.

•

The activities director effectively problem-solves and resolves conflicts.

Examples of performance feedback items are as follows:
•

The activities director specifies expectations of student eligibility and school
compliance.

•

The activities director fairly manages the activities department’s budget.

Examples of effectiveness feedback items are as follows:
•

The activities director actively supports the school beyond extra-curricular activities.

•

The activities director provides support to students and staff.

Activities directors are in a leadership position and components from the Professional
Standards for Educational Leaders (National Policy Board for Educational Administration, 2015)
were emphasized in the evaluation instrument.
Examples of leadership feedback items are as follows:
•

The activities director models appropriate behavior.

•

The activities director promotes district programs.
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Research Design
It is critical that the instrument is found to be reliable and valid, otherwise the data are not
useful (Sommer, n.d.).
Instrument reliability. The formative feedback instrument was examined using a
Cronbach’s (1951) alpha procedure to test the instrument’s reliability. Cronbach’s alpha
calculated an inter-item consistency and identified the degree of correlation among all the
formative feedback items (Cohen & Swerdlik, 2005). “Coefficient alpha is the preferred statistic
for obtaining an estimate of internal consistency reliability” (Cohen & Swerdlik, 2005, p. 139).
This procedure measured the instrument’s internal consistency based on the extent to which
participants answered each item. Only one administration of the test is needed to identify internal
consistency using a coefficient alpha (Cohen & Swerdlik, 2005). Cronbach’s alpha results
typically range from zero to one. If Cronbach’s outcome results in a number closer to zero, this
shows that the responses to the items were dissimilar. If the outcome results in a number closer
to one, then the responses to the items were increasingly similar (Cohen & Swerdlik, 2005). The
findings must result in a correlation coefficient measure of .70 or higher to be considered as
having strong reliability (Fraenkel et al., 2012).
Instrument validity. The purpose of validity is to make a judgment or estimate of how
well an appraisal instrument is going to be able to measure what it was intended to measure
(Cohen & Swerdlik, 2005). Validity was established with the literature review, pilot study, and
content-related evidence of the instruments. Content validation, therefore, is a matter of
determining if the instrument contains adequate content sample of the domain it represents
(Fraenkel et al., 2012). Along with validating instrument content, an examination for adequacy
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of appropriate language, format, understanding, readability, and clarity of directions and
feedback items was performed using the pilot study. Individuals with amassed knowledge in
education and an understanding of an activities director’s role will pilot tested the instrument.
Securing Participation in the Study
A well-written cover letter (Appendix A) was emailed individually to all high school
activities directors in the state of Minnesota asking their willingness to assist in the study.
Activities directors were identified and contact information was obtained by using the Minnesota
State High School League (n.d.) website. A database including the contact information was
created.
An additional cover letter (Appendix B) was used to garner participation from coaches,
extra-curricular advisors, licensed staff, non-licensed staff, and administrators to complete the
formative feedback instrument. Participation was voluntary and by completing the instrument
using a link, individuals gave their consent to participate in the study. Participants were able to
withdraw from the study at any time. Due to the sensitivity of evaluation data, was essential that
research participants knew that only the investigator of the study has access to identifiers and/or
raw data
The data was collected with eSurvey Creator in aggregate site results. To prevent
identification of research subjects, surveys were anonymous and data was presented in aggregate
form. Once collected, the data was downloaded into a Microsoft Excel document and stored on
the researcher’s personal computer with password protection. Data was then uploaded into
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPPS) to be statistically analyzed.
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Summarized site data was provided to activities directors from participating sites, but
only aggregate data was used for the dissertation results.
Procedures for Data Collection
All supporting activities directors provided email addresses of potential site participants
to the researcher or distributed the formative feedback instrument cover letter and link to their
school’s coaches, extra-curricular advisors, licensed staff members, non-licensed staff members,
and administrators by email. Potential participants received an email that contained a digital link
that led to a cover letter, directions, and the feedback instrument. The letter detailed the purpose
of the study, use of the results, voluntary participation, and assurance of confidentiality. The
study opened on May 8 and remained open to potential participants until June 16. Approximately
May 22, a reminder email was sent to potential participants, two weeks after the link opened.
The formative feedback link was designed in collaboration with St. Cloud State
University’s Statistical Center. The statistical platform used for the study was eSurvey Creator, a
web based survey creator. eSurvey Creator capabilities formatted the evaluation instrument into
digital form, tracked the number of surveys returned, evaluated data, and exported result data
into Microsoft Excel. eSurvey Creator downloaded result data to Microsoft Excel in order to run
the reliability statistics for the study. Microsoft Excel possesses the capabilities to enter or
upload numerical values or data into rows or columns of a spreadsheet. Once the data were
imported to Microsoft Excel, the data were formatted to meet the compatibility requirements of
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPPS). These entries of data then had the capabilities to
be uploaded into Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) and provided data for data
analysis.
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Data Analysis and Treatment of Data
Once the results had been gathered, a comprehensive data analysis allowed the researcher
to explore how individual instrument items compare to other items and subgroups (Cohen &
Swerdlik, 2005). Using Microsoft Excel as described previously, raw data was organized and
analyzed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPPS) software program and in
collaboration with St. Cloud State University’s Statistical Center. Statistical Package for Social
Sciences (SPPS) is software used to provide statistical analysis of data. The Statistical Package
for Social Sciences (SPPS) program’s capabilities include, creating graphics, modeling, and
analytical reports of data. Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPPS) was used to run basic
descriptive statistics by item and to calculate the Cronbach’s (1951) alpha test of reliability.
Formative feedback item analysis. Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS)
used item responses to calculate correlation coefficient scores to measure the reliability of the
formative feedback instrument. To summarize and describe the data for each item, mean, number
of participants, standard deviation, and response frequency were used. A data analysis steered an
examination comparison of item results to other participant subgroups. Simple descriptive
statistical analysis was used to provide central tendencies that help interpretation of responses.
Results were put into table form and used narrative descriptions to assist with visual comparison.
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Chapter IV: Findings
The problem of the study was to develop and test for validity and reliability, a 20-item,
360-degree formative feedback instrument for assessing the performance of high school
activities directors. Data were collected from coaches, extra-curricular advisors, licensed staff
members, non-licensed staff members, and administrators regarding activities directors’
performances. Contributing high schools in the state of Minnesota participated in the study
during the spring of 2017. A standard statistical item analysis was completed to calculate basic
descriptive statistics and a Cronbach’s (1951) alpha to determine reliability. In addition, a pilot
test and content analysis of the items was conducted to determine and ensure validity. The study
resulted in a valid and reliable instrument, which may be used by activities directors, their
supervisors, and constituents for a formative performance appraisal process.
The 20-item feedback instrument reflects an activities director’s professional and jobspecific responsibilities. The feedback instrument contained an agree/disagree Likert-type rating
scale to rate each of the 20 statements. Descriptive statistics were used for frequency counts,
mean (M), and standard deviations (SD). A correlation coefficient was calculated using
Cronbach’s (1951) alpha test of reliability to determine internal consistency of the instrument.
An extensive review of literature was used to develop the items, and a thorough piloting of the
instrument was undertaken to further establish content validity.
Research Questions
The study was intended to examine the following questions:
1. To what extent is the newly-developed formative feedback instrument designed for
activities directors found to be statistically consistent (reliable)?
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2. To what extent is the newly-developed formative feedback instrument designed for
activities directors found to be internally valid?
a. To what extent are items on the formative feedback instrument for activities
directors found to be applicable to the various rater subgroups: coach/extracurricular advisor, licensed staff, non-licensed staff, and administrator.
Response Rate
Minnesota State High School League (n.d.) website was used to obtain names and contact
information for all high school activities directors in Minnesota. A cover letter (Appendix A)
was distributed to 420 Minnesota high school activities directors through email. A total of 24
activities directors expressed interest in their schools participating in the study. After the initial
commitment to participate in the study, one activity director formally withdrew, and two other
activity directors did not respond to any further communication regarding the study.
Consequently, 21 activity directors agreed that their schools would participate in the study.
The participant request letter (Appendix B) and survey link were distributed to 21 school
sites and delivered to 1,369 potential contributors that had an association to the activities
directors position. Overall, 511 potential participants opened the link and 461 participants
completed the study, a return rate of 33.7%. The results may be found in Table 1. All incomplete
surveys were deleted and their data were not included in the study.
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Table 1
A Summary of Survey Distribution and Participation Statistics
Site
Number
1

Potential
Participant
46

Surveys
Opened
13

Completed
Surveys
10

Return
Rate %
21.7%

2

50

10

8

16.0%

3

25

7

7

28.0%

4

206

39

37

18.0%

5

48

30

27

56.3%

6

10

4

4

40.0%

7

40

12

9

22.5%

8

70

19

19

27.0%

9

80

41

37

46.3%

10

40

25

24

48.0%

11

110

32

27

24.5%

12

250

121

109

43.6%

13

26

13

12

46.2%

14

100

27

22

22.0%

15

43

20

16

37.2%

16

45

11

11

24.4%

17

30

17

17

56.7%

18

10

6

6

60.0%

19

50

17

16

32.0%

20

40

18

16

40.0%

21

50

29

27

54.0%

1369

511

461

33.7%

Total

The total number of participants in the study was 461. If participants identified
themselves as having two positions, they were placed in the coach/extra-curricular advisor
identification subgroup for data purposes.
There were 145 participants who classified themselves as both coach/extra-curricular
advisor and licensed staff, six participants who classified themselves as both coach/extra-
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curricular advisor and non-licensed staff, and four participants that classified themselves as both
coach/extra-curricular advisor and administrator. There were six participants that classified
themselves as “other” to the statement, “What is your current position?” The “other” responses
included the following positions: athletic trainer, intern, nurse, school nurse, parent volunteer,
and student. These results are displayed in Table 2.
Table 2
A Summary of Participation by Group
Position
Coach/Extra-Curricular Advisor

N
322

%
69.9

Licensed Staff

78

16.9

Non-Licensed Staff

27

5.9

Administrator

28

6.1

6

1.3

461

100.0

Other
Total (Combined)
Note:

N= Number

Survey participants included 322 coaches/extracurricular advisors (69.9%), 78 licensed
staff (16.9%), 27 non-licensed staff (5.9%), 28 administrators (6.1%), and 6 other (1.3%)
responses. The largest participant subgroup was comprised of coaches/extra-curricular advisors,
which totaled 322 (69.9%) of the total respondents. The smallest participation subgroup was
“other” with only 6 or 1.3% of the respondents.
Insufficient sample sizes have an increased risk of error (Cohen & Swerdlik, 2005). Due
to the small sample size, the investigator deemed the “other” subgroup’s sample size insufficient
and their results were omitted from computation of individual subgroup results. The “other”
subgroup’s formative feedback responses continued to be included in the combined data
calculations, however.
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Descriptive Statistic Results
The instrument utilized a Likert-type rating scale for respondents to self-report the extent
of agreement or disagreement with each instrument statement. The following Likert-type rating
scale was used in the study instrument:
•

Strongly Agree (4)—The rater strongly agrees with the statement

•

Agree (3)—The rater agrees with the statement

•

Disagree (2)—The rater disagrees with the statement

•

Strongly Disagree (1)—The rater strongly disagrees with the statement

•

Does Not Apply to My Position (Not Applicable) (0)—Criterion is not applicable to
the rater’s position

Tables 3 through 7 provide an item analysis for each item on the formative feedback
instrument by group. Basic descriptive statistics were used to present the number of participants
(N), response frequency (

mean (M), and standard deviations (SD).
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Table 3
Combine Responses by Mean Rank Order (Descending): N = 461,Cronbach Alpha = .94
Item Number and Statement
15.

Mean

SD

Promotes Sportsmanship to the school community.

Strongly Agree
=321 (69.6%)

Agree
=130 (28.2%)

Disagree
=8 (1.7%)

Strongly Disagree
=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable
=0 (0.0%)

3.67

.56

Disagree
=10 (2.2%)

Strongly Disagree

Not Applicable

3.63

.65

Disagree
=8 (1.7%)

Strongly Disagree

3.51

.71

Disagree
=8 (1.7%)

Strongly Disagree

3.50

.73

Disagree
=16 (3.5%)

Strongly Disagree

3.44

.78

Disagree
=20 (4.3%)

Strongly Disagree

3.42

.81

Disagree
=7 (1.5%)

Strongly Disagree

3.40

.97

3.38

.92

3.35

.78

3.34

.97

10. Models appropriate behavior
Strongly Agree
=315 (68.3%)

Agree
=130 (28.2%)

=1 (0.2%)

=5 (1.1%)

1. Cooperatively works with others.
Strongly Agree
=272 (59.0%)

Agree
=171 (37.1%)

=3 (0.7%)

Not Applicable

=7 (1.5%)

14. Is visible at student activities.
Strongly Agree
=272 (59.0%)

Agree
=171 (37.1%)

=3 (0.7%)

Not Applicable

=7 (1.5%)

12. Responds in a timely manner.
Strongly Agree
=255 (55.3%)

Agree
=177 (38.4%)

= 4 (0.9%)

Not Applicable

=9 (2.0)

6. Provides support to staff and students.
Strongly Agree
=255 (55.3%)
1.

Agree
=170 (36.9%)

Follows district policies.
Strongly Agree
Agree
=271 (58.8%)
=156(33.8%)

=7 (1.5%)

=2 (0.4%)

Not Applicable

=9 (2.0%)
Not Applicable

=25(5.4%)

19. Specified expectations of student eligibility and school compliance.
Strongly Agree
= 254 (55.1%)

Agree
=171 (37.1%)

Disagree
=15 (3.3%)

Strongly Disagree

11. Effectively communicates.
Strongly Agree
Agree
=226 (49.0%)
=187 (40.6%)

Disagree
=32 (6.9%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=15 (3.3%)

Strongly Disagree

=0 (0.0%)

=1 (0.2%)

Not Applicable

=21 (4.6%)
Not Applicable

=3 (0.7%)

7. Promotes district programs.

Strongly Agree
=246 (53.4%)

Agree
=174 (37.7%)

=2 (0.4%)

Not Applicable

=24 (5.2%)
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Table 3 Continued
Item Number and Statement

Mean

SD

18. Effectively manages scheduling of events and event staff.

Strongly Agree
=246 (53.4%)

Agree
=165 (35.8%)

Disagree
=29 (6.3%)

Strongly Disagree

=4 (0.9%)

17. Actively supports the school beyond extra-curricular activities.
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree

=255 (55.3%)
1.

=161 (34.9%)

=12 (2.6%)

=5 (1.1%)

Not Applicable

3.34

.92

3.32

1.03

3.29

.88

3.19

1.08

3.17

.93

1.07

.93

3.13

1.15

=17 (3.7%)
Not Applicable

=28 (6.1%)

Effectively problem-solves and resolves conflict.

Strongly Agree
=209 (45.3%)

Agree
=213 (46.2%)

Disagree
=18 (3.9%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=24 (5.2%)

Strongly Disagree

=4 (0.9%)

Not Applicable

=17 (3.7%)

9. Considers input when making decisions.

Strongly Agree
=221 (47.9%)

Agree
=178 (38.6%)

=6 (1.3%)

Not Applicable

=34 (7.4%)

3. Effectively identifies ways to improve programs.

Strongly Agree
=198 (43.0%)

Agree
=191 (41.4%)

Disagree
=45 (9.8%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=22 (4.8%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=21 (4.6%)

Strongly Disagree

=4 (0.9%)

Not Applicable

=23 (5.0%)

8. Appropriately accepts feedback.

Strongly Agree
=208 (45.1%)

Agree
=195 (42.3%)

=2 (0.4%)

Not Applicable

=34 (7.4%)

5. Evaluates personnel in a fair manner.

Strongly Agree
=213 (46.2%)

Agree
=181 (39.3%)

=7 (1.5%)

Not Applicable

=39 (8.5%)

16. Effectively manages student documentation related to extra-curricular activities (registrations, health information,
eligibility.
Strongly Disagree
Not Applicable
3.11
1.26
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree

=230 (49.9%)

=163 (35.4%)

=12 (2.6%)

=1 (0.2%)

=55 (11.9%)

2. Fairly manages the activities department’s budget.

Strongly Agree
=217 (47.1%)

Agree
=171 (37.1%)

Disagree
=11 (2.4%)

Strongly Disagree

=2/(0.4%)

Not Applicable

3.05

1.20

2.48

1.39

=60 (13.0%)

20. Has an established process for fundraising of programs.

Strongly Agree
=106 (23.0%)

Agree
=199 (43.2%)

Disagree
=56 (12.1%)

Strongly Disagree

=9 (2.0%)

Not Applicable

=91 (19.7%)

Scale:

Strongly Agree = 4

Agree = 3

Disagree = 2

Strongly
Disagree=1

Not
Applicable = 0

According to the combine feedback results using the calculated averages (Mean),
“promotes sportsmanship to the school community” (M = 3.67, SD = 0.56), “models appropriate
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behavior” (M = 3.63, SD = 0.65), and “cooperatively works with others” (M = 3.51, SD = 0.71)
were the survey items that were rated highest by respondents. The ranked lowest by respondents
were, “has an established process for fundraising of programs” (M = 2.48, SD = 1.39), “fairly
manages the activities department’s budget” (M = 3.05, SD = 1.20), and “effectively manages
student documentation, related to extra-curricular activities (registration, health information,
eligibility)” (M= 3.11, SD= 1.26).
Table 4
Coach/Extra-Curricular Advisor Responses by Mean Rank Order (Descending): N=322;
Cronbach Alpha=.93
Item Number and Statement

Mean

SD

10. Models appropriate behavior.
Strongly Agree

=227 (70.5%)

Agree

=86 (26.7%)

Disagree

=7 (2.2%)

Strongly Disagree

=1 (0.3%)

Not Applicable

3.69

.57

3.69

.49

3.57

.61

3.51

.68

3.51

.65

3.51

.68

3.50

.73

=1 (0.3%)

15. Promotes sportsmanship to the school community.
Strongly Agree
= 225 (69.9%)
1.

Agree
=93 (28.9%)

Disagree
=4 (1.2%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=7 (2.2%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=813 (4.0%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=10 (3.1%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=15 (4.7%)

Strongly Disagree

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=0 (0.0%)

Cooperatively works with others.

Strongly Agree
=198 (61.5%)

Agree
=112 (34.8%)

=0 (0.9%)

Not Applicable

=2 (0.6%)

6. Provides support to staff and students.

Strongly Agree
=190 (59.0%)

Agree
=114 (35.4%)

=3 (0.9%)

Not Applicable

=2 (0.6%)

12. Responds in a timely manner.

Strongly Agree
=185 (57.5%)

Agree
=123 (38.2%)

=2 (0.6%)

Not Applicable

=2 (0.6%)

14. Is visible at student activities.

Strongly Agree
=190 (59.0%)

Agree
=113 (35.1%)

=2 (0.6%)

19. Specifies expectations of student eligibility and school compliance.
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree

=187 (58.1%)

=120 (37.3%)

=9 (2.8%)

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=2 (0.6%)
Not Applicable

=6 (1.9%)
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Table 4 Continued
Item Number and Statement

Mean

SD

4. Follows district policies.

Strongly Agree
=200 (62.1%)

Agree
=105 (32.6%)

Disagree
=3 (0.9%)

Strongly Disagree

= 2 (0.6%)

Not Applicable

3.49

.48

3.41

.67

3.39

.91

3.39

.77

3.39

.81

3.35

1.00

3.31

.92

=12 (3.7%)

13. Effectively problem-solves and resolves conflict.

Strongly Agree
=155 (48.1%)

Agree
=152 (47.2%)

Disagree
= 10 (3.1%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
= 7 (2.2%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=20 (6.2%)

Strongly Disagree

= 2 (0.6%)

Not Applicable

=3 (0.9%)

7. Promotes district programs.

Strongly Agree
=176 (54.7%)

Agree
= 124 (38.5%)

=1 (0.3%)

Not Applicable

=14 (4.3%)

11. Effectively communicates.

Strongly Agree
=169 (52.5%)

Agree
=122 (37.9%)

=10 (3.1%)

Not Applicable

=1 (0.3%)

18. Effectively manages scheduling of events and event staff.

Strongly Agree
=171 (53.1%)

Agree
=119 (37.0%)

Disagree
=24 (7.5%)

Strongly Disagree

=2 (0.6%)

17. Actively supports the school beyond extra-curricular activities.
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree

=180 (55.9%)

=113 (35.1%)

=8 (2.5%)

=3 (0.9%)

Not Applicable

=6 (1.9%)
Not Applicable

=18 (5.6%)

5. Evaluates personnel in a fair manner.

Strongly Agree
=158 (49.1%)

Agree
=134 (41.6%)

Disagree
=13 (4.0%)

Strongly Disagree

=5 (1.6%)

Not Applicable

=12 (3.7%)

16. Effectively manages student documentation related to extra-curricular activities (registrations, health information,
eligibility).
Strongly Disagree
Not Applicable
3.27
1.08
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree

=169 (52.5%)

=119 (37.0%)

=9 (2.8%)

=1 (0.3%)

=24 (7.5%)

8. Appropriately accepts feedback.

Strongly Agree
=151 (46.9%)

Agree
=139 (43.2%)

Disagree
=13 (4.0%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=18 (5.6%)

Strongly Disagree

=2 (0.6%)

Not Applicable

3.26

.97

3.26

.98

3.22

.85

=17 (5.3%)

9. Considers input when making decisions.

Strongly Agree
= 155 (48.1%)

Agree
=130 (40.4%)

=3 (0.9%)

Not Applicable

=16 (5.0%)

3. Effectively identifies ways to improve programs.

Strongly Agree
=134 (41.6%)

Agree
=145 (45.0%)

Disagree
=32 (9.9%)

Strongly Disagree

=3 (0.9%)

Not Applicable

=8 (2.5%)
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Table 4 Continued
Item Number and Statement

Mean

SD

2. Fairly manages the activities department’s budget.

Strongly Agree
=164 (50.9%)

Agree
=120 (37.3%)

Disagree
=7 (2.2%)

Strongly Disagree

=1 (0.3%)

Not Applicable

3.20

1.16

2.53

1.36

=30 (9.3%)

20. Has an established process for fundraising of programs.

Strongly Agree
=74 (23.0%)

Agree
=146 (45.3%)

Disagree
=37 (11.5%)

Strongly Disagree

=7 (2.2%)

Not Applicable

=58 (18.0%)

Scale:

Strongly Agree = 4

Agree = 3

Disagree = 2

Strongly
Disagree=1

Not
Applicable = 0

According to coach/extra-curricular advisor feedback results, “models appropriate
behavior” (M = 3.69, SD = 0.57), “promotes sportsmanship to the school community” (M = 3.69,
SD = 0.49), and “cooperatively work with others” (M = 3.51, SD = 0.85) were survey items that
received the largest mean ratings. The items which received the lowest mean rankings by
coach/extra-curricular advisor participants were, “has an established process for fundraising of
programs” (M = 2.53, SD = 1.36), “fairly manages the activities department’s budget” (M =
3.20, SD = 1.16), and “effectively identifies ways to improve programs” (M = 2.53, SD= 0.85).
For the coach/extra-curricular subgroup, only one item, “has an established process for
fundraising of programs,” reflected a greater than 10% response to “Not Applicable” and was the
lowest rated item. Item 2 which stated, “fairly manages the activities department’s budget”
received a not applicable response rating of 9.3%.
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Table 5
Licensed Staff Responses by Mean Rank Order (Descending): N=78; Cronbach Alpha=.95
Item Number and Statement

Mean

SD

15. Promotes sportsmanship to the school community.

Strongly Agree
=45 (57.7%)

Agree
=27 (34.6%)

Disagree
=4 (5.1%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=3 (3.8%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=4 (5.1%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=1 (1.3%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=10 (12.8%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=7 (9.0%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=6 (7.7%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=7 (9.0%)

Strongly Disagree

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

3.45

.82

3.33

.96

3.30

.93

3.12

1.03

3.10

.86

3.05

1.12

3.05

1.14

2.95

1.17

2.95

1.26

2.91

1.30

2.89

1.36

=2 (2.6%)

10. Models appropriate behavior.

Strongly Agree
=41 (52.6%)

Agree
=30 (38.5%)

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=0 (0.0%)

14. Is visible at student activities.

Strongly Agree
=38 (48.7%)

Agree
=32 (41.0%)

=1 (1.3%)

Not Applicable

=3 (3.8%)

1. Cooperatively works with others.

Strongly Agree
=28 (35.9%)

Agree
=43 55.1%)

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=6 (7.7%)

11. Effectively communicates.

Strongly Agree
=26 (33.3%)

Agree
=39 (50.0%)

=1 (1.3%)

Not Applicable

=2 (2.6%)

7. Promotes district programs.

Strongly Agree
=31 (39.7%)

Agree
=33 (42.3%)

=2 (2.6%)

Not Applicable

=6 (7.7%)

12. Responds in a timely manner.

Strongly Agree
=31 (39.7%)

Agree
=34 (43.6%)

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=7 (9.0%)

6. Provides support to staff and students.

Strongly Agree
=28 (35.9%)

Agree
=34 (43.6%)

=2 (1.3%)

17. Actively supports the school beyond extra-curricular activities.
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree

= 30 (38.5%)

=34 (43.7%)

=3 (3.8%)

Agree
=35 (44.9%)

Disagree
=3 (3.8%)

=2 (2.6%)

Not Applicable

=7 (9.0%)
Not Applicable

=9 (14.1%)

4. Follows district policies.

Strongly Agree
=29 (37.2%)

Strongly Disagree

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=11 (14.1%)

18. Effectively manages scheduling of events and event staff.

Strongly Agree
=32 (41.0%)

Agree
=29 (37.2%)

Disagree
=4 (5.1%)

Strongly Disagree

=2 (2.6%)

Not Applicable

=11 (14.1%)
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Table 5 Continued
Item Number and Statement

Mean

19. Specifies expectations of student eligibility and school compliance.
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree

=27 (34.6%)

=36 (46.2%)

=4 (5.1%)

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

SD

2.87

1.29

2.71

1.32

2.64

1.43

2.60

1.33

2.53

1.45

=11 (14.1%)

13. Effectively problem-solves and resolves conflict.

Strongly Agree
=21 (26.9%)

Agree
= 39 (50.0%)

Disagree
=4 (5.1%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=5 (6.4%)

Strongly Disagree

=2 (2.6%)

Not Applicable

=12 (15.4%)

9. Considers input when making decisions.

Strongly Agree
=24 (30.8%)

Agree
=33 (42.3%)

=1 (1.3%)

Not Applicable

=15 (19.2%)

3. Effectively identifies ways to improve programs.

Strongly Agree
= 19 (46.2%)

Agree
=36 (46.2%)

Disagree
=9 (11.5%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=6 (7.7%)

Strongly Disagree

=1 (1.3%)

Not Applicable

=13 (16.7%)

8. Appropriately accepts feedback.

Strongly Agree
=20 (25.6%)

Agree
=35 (44.9%)

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=17 (21.8%)

16. Effectively manages student documentation related to extra-curricular activities (registrations, health information,
eligibility).
Strongly Disagree
Not Applicable
2.53
1.61
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree

=27 (34.6%)

=29 (37.2%)

=1 (1.3%)

=0 (0.0%)

=21 (26.9%)

5. Evaluates personnel in a fair manner.

Strongly Agree
=21 (26.9%)

Agree
=32 (41.0%)

Disagree
=5 (6.4%)

Strongly Disagree

=1 (1.3%)

Not Applicable

2.45

1.52

2.37

1.59

2.15

1.50

=19 (24.4%)

2. Fairly manages the activities department’s budget.

Strongly Agree
=21 (26.9%)

Agree
=32 (41.0%)

Disagree
=2 (2.6%)

Strongly Disagree

=1 (1.3%)

Not Applicable

=22 (28.2%)

20. Has an established process for fundraising of programs.

Strongly Agree
=12 (15.4%)

Agree
= 34 (43.6%)

Disagree
=9 (11.5%)

Strongly Disagree

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=23 (29.5%)

Scale:

Strongly Agree = 4

Agree = 3

Disagree = 2

Strongly
Disagree=1

Not
Applicable = 0

Requests from licensed staff feedback revealed that “promotes sportsmanship to the
school community” (M = 3.45, SD = 0.82), “models appropriate behavior” (M = 3.33, SD =
0.96), and “is visible at student activities” (M = 3.30, SD = 0.93) items received the highest
mean ratings. Licensed staff members assigned the lowest mean, “has an established process for
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fundraising of programs” (M = 2.15, SD = 1.50), “fairly manages the activities department’s
budget” (M = 2.37, SD = 1.59), and “evaluates personnel in a fair manner” (M = 2.45, SD =
1.52). This licensed staff subgroup rated 12 items with not applicable responses greater than 10%
reflecting large standard deviations for these items.
Table 6
Non-Licensed Staff Responses by Mean Rank Order (Descending): N=27; Cronbach Alpha=.92
Item Number and Statement

Mean

SD

15. Promotes sportsmanship to the school community

Strongly Agree
=22 (81.5%)

Agree
=5 (18.5%)

Disagree
=0 (0.0%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=0 (0.0%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=0 (0.0%)

Strongly Disagree

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

3.82

.40

3.79

.42

3.79

.82

3.70

.54

3.68

.62

3.63

.63

3.63

.84

3.59

.84

3.59

.89

=0 (0.0%)

1. Cooperatively works with others.

Strongly Agree
=21 (77.8%)

Agree
=6 (22.2%)

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=0 (0.0%)

10. Models appropriate behavior.

Strongly Agree
=21 (77.8%)

Agree
=6 (22.2%)

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=0 (0.0%)

18. Effectively manages scheduling of events and event staff.

Strongly Agree
=20 (74.1%)

Agree
=6 (22.2%)

Disagree
=1 (3.7%)

Strongly Disagree

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=0 (0.0%)

3. Effectively identifies ways to improve programs.

Strongly Agree
=20 (74.1%)

Agree
=65 (18.5%)

Disagree
=2 (7.4%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=2 (7.4%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=0 (0.0%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=0 (0.0%)

Strongly Disagree

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=0 (0.0%)

8. Appropriately accepts feedback.

Strongly Agree
=19 (70.4%)

Agree
=6 (22.2%)

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=0 (0.0%)

14. Is visible at student activities.

Strongly Agree
=21 (77.8%)

Agree
=4 (14.8%)

=2 (7.4%)

Not Applicable

=0 (0.0%)

6. Provides support to staff and students.

Strongly Agree
=20 (74.1%)

Agree
=5 (18.5)

=2 (7.4%)

17. Actively supports the school beyond extra-curricular activities.
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree

=20 (74.1%)

=5 (18.5)

=1 (3.7%)

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=0 (0.0%)
Not Applicable

=1 (3.7%)
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Table 6 Continued
Item Number and Statement

Mean

SD

7. Promotes district programs.

Strongly Agree
=19 (70.4%)

Agree
=6 (22.2%)

Disagree
=1 (3.7%)

Strongly Disagree

Agree
=6 (22.2%)

Disagree
=1 (3.7%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=0 (0.0%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=1 (3.7%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=1 (3.7%)

Strongly Disagree

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

3.57

.89

3.56

.89

3.56

.85

3.52

.89

3.48

.89

3.37

.97

3.22

1.28

3.15

1.38

3.07

1.41

=1 (3.7%)

4. Follows district policies.

Strongly Agree
=19 (70.4%)

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=1 (3.7%)

12. Responds in a timely manner.

Strongly Agree
=19 (70.4%)

Agree
=6 (22.2%)

=2 (7.4%)

Not Applicable

=0 (0.0%)

9. Considers input when making decisions.

Strongly Agree
=19 (70.4%)

Agree
=5 (18.5%)

=2 (7.4%)

Not Applicable

=0 (0.0%)

11. Effectively communicates.

Strongly Agree
=18 (66.7%)

Agree
=6 (22.2%)

=2 (7.4%)

Not Applicable

=0 (0.0%)

13. Effectively problem-solves and resolves conflict.

Strongly Agree
=16 (59.3%)

Agree
=7 (25.9%)

Disagree
=3 (11.1%)

Strongly Disagree

=0 (0.0%)

19. Specifies expectations of student eligibility and school compliance.
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree

=16 (59.3%)

=7 (25.9%)

=1 (3.7%)

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=1 (3.7%)
Not Applicable

=3 (11.1%)

5. Evaluates personnel in a fair manner.

Strongly Agree
=17 (63.0%)

Agree
=4 (14.8%)

Disagree
=2 (7.4%)

Strongly Disagree

=1 (3.7%)

Not Applicable

=3 (11.1%)

2. Fairly manages the activities department’s budget.

Strongly Agree
=15 (55.6%)

Agree
=7 (25.9%)

Disagree
=1 (3.7%)

Strongly Disagree

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=4 (14.8%)

16. Effectively manages student documentation related to extra-curricular activities (registrations, health information,
eligibility).
Strongly Disagree
Not Applicable
2.96
1.53
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree

=15 (55.6%)

=6 (22.2%)

=1 (3.7%)

=0 (0.0%)

=5 (18.5%)

20. Has an established process for fundraising of programs.

Strongly Agree
=12 (44.4%)

Agree
=5 (18.5%)

Disagree
=6 (22.2%)

Strongly Disagree

=2 (7.4%)

Not Applicable

=2 (7.4%)

Scale:

Strongly Agree = 4

Agree = 3

Disagree = 2

Strongly
Disagree=1

Not
Applicable = 0

2.85

1.29

68
Non-licensed staffs’ feedback revealed the following items received the highest mean
scores: “promotes sportsmanship to the school community” (M = 3.82, SD = 0.40), “works
cooperatively with others” (M= 3.79, SD = 0.42), and “models appropriate behavior” (M = 3.79,
SD = 0.82). Licensed staff members assigned the lowest mean scores to the following items,
“has an established process for fundraising of programs” (M = 2.85, SD = 1.29), “effectively
manages student documentation, related to extra-curricular activities (registration, health
information, eligibility)” (M = 2.96, SD = 1.53), and “fairly manages the activities department’s
budget” (M = 3.07, SD = 1.41). Non-licensed staff members rated four items with not applicable
responses that exceeded 10%. Item 16 was the highest not applicable rating: “effectively
manages student documentation, related to extra-curricular activities (registrations, health
information, eligibility)” with 18.5%.
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Table 7
Administrator Responses by Mean Rank Order (Descending): N=28; Cronbach Alpha=.88
Item Number and Statement

Mean

SD

15. Promotes sportsmanship to the school community

Strongly Agree
=24 (85.7%)

Agree
=4 (14.3%)

Disagree
=0 (0.0%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=0 (0.0%)

Strongly Disagree

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

3.86

.36

3.79

.42

3.75

.52

3.75

.44

3.75

.44

3.71

.46

3.68

.48

3.64

.49

3.57

.84

3.57

.50

3.54

.51

=0 (0.0%)

10. Models appropriate behavior.

Strongly Agree
=22 (78.6%)

Agree
=6 (21.4%)

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=0 (0.0%)

3. Effectively identifies ways to improve programs.

Strongly Agree
= 22 (78.6%)

Agree
= 5 (17.9%)

Disagree
=1 (3.6%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=0 (0.0%)

Strongly Disagree

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=0 (0.0%)

14. Is visible at student activities.

Strongly Agree
=21 (75.0%)

Agree
=7 (25.0%)

=0 (0.0%)

17. Actively supports the school beyond extra-curricular activities.
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree

=21 (75.0%)

=7 (25.0%)

=0 (0.0%)

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=0 (0.0%)
Not Applicable

=0 (0.0%)

1. Cooperatively works with others.

Strongly Agree
=20 (71.4%)

Agree
=8 (28.6%)

Disagree
=0 (0.0%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=0 (0.0%)

Strongly Disagree

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=0 (0.0%)

9. Considers input when making decisions.

Strongly Agree
=19 (67.9%)

Agree
=9 (32.1%)

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=0 (0.0%)

18. Effectively manages scheduling of events and event staff.

Strongly Agree
=18 (64.3%)

Agree
=10 (35.7%)

Disagree
=0 (0.0%)

Strongly Disagree

Agree
=8 (28.6%)

Disagree
=0 (0.0%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=0 (0.0%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=0 (0.0%)

Strongly Disagree

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=0 (0.0%)

4. Follows district policies.

Strongly Agree
=19 (67.9%)

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=1 (3.6%)

12. Responds in a timely manner.

Strongly Agree
=16 (57.1%)

Agree
=12 (42.9%)

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=0 (0.0%)

8. Appropriately accepts feedback.

Strongly Agree
=15 (53.6%)

Agree
=13 (46.4%)

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=0 (0.0%)
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Table 7 Continued
Item Number and Statement

Mean

19. Specifies expectations of student eligibility and school compliance.
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree

=19 (67.9%)

=7 (25.0%)

=1 (3.6%)

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

SD

3.54

.88

3.50

.51

3.39

1.07

3.39

.83

3.32

.48

3.21

1.23

2.93

1.46

=1 (3.6%)

6. Provides support to staff and students.

Strongly Agree
=14 (50.0%)

Agree
=14 (50.0%)

Disagree
=0 (0.0%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=0 (0.0%)

Strongly Disagree

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=0 (0.0%)

7. Promotes district programs.

Strongly Agree
=17 (60.7%)

Agree
=9 (32.1%)

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=2 (7.1%)

13. Effectively problem-solves and resolves conflict.

Strongly Agree
=14 (50.0%)

Agree
=13 (46.4%)

Disagree
=0 (0.0%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=0 (0.0%)

Strongly Disagree

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=1 (3.6%)

11. Effectively communicates.

Strongly Agree
=9 (32.1%)

Agree
=19 (67.9%)

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=0 (0.0%)

2. Fairly manages the activities department’s budget.

Strongly Agree
=15 (53.6%)

Agree
=8 (35.7%)

Disagree
=0 (0.0%)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
=0 (0.0%)

Strongly Disagree

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=0 (0.0%)

5. Evaluates personnel in a fair manner.

Strongly Agree
=13 (46.4%)

Agree
=10 (35.7%)

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

=5 (17.9%)

16. Effectively manages student documentation related to extra-curricular activities (registrations, health information,
eligibility).
Strongly Disagree
Not Applicable
2.93
1.49
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree

=14 (50.0%)

=8 (28.6%)

=1 (3.6%)

=0 (0.0%)

=5 (17.9%)

20. Has an established process for fundraising of programs.

Strongly Agree
=8 (21.4%)

Agree
=12 (42.9%)

Disagree
=4 (14.3%)

Strongly Disagree

=0 (0.0%)

Not Applicable

2.43

1.43

=6 (21.4%)

Scale:

Strongly Agree = 4

Agree = 3

Disagree = 2

Strongly
Disagree=1

Not
Applicable = 0

According to administrator feedback results, “promotes sportsmanship to the school
community” (M = 3.86, 0.36), “models appropriate behavior” (M = 3.79, SD = 0.42), and
“effectively identifies ways to improve programs” (M = 3.75, SD = 0.52) were assigned the
highest mean ratings. The items which received the lowest mean ratings by administrators were,
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“has an established process for fundraising of programs” (M = 2.43, SD = 1.43), “effectively
manages student documentation, related to extra-curricular activities (registration, health
information, eligibility)” (M = 2.93, SD = 1.49), and “evaluates personnel in a fair manner”
(M = 2.93, SD = 1.46). For the administration subgroup there were zero, not applicable ratings
for items that exceed the 10% threshold.
Statistical Reliability
Cronbach’s (1951) alpha test of reliability was used to determine the internal consistency
and reliability of the formative feedback instrument for all subgroups. The alpha correlation
coefficients ranged from the combined subgroup of .94 to the administrator subgroup with an
alpha reliability correlation coefficient of .88. All correlation coefficients were above .70, which
is considered highly reliable (Fraenkel et al., 2012). See Table 8.
Table 8
Summary of Alpha Correlation Coefficients (Descending)
Classification

Number of Respondents

Combined

461

Alpha Correlation
Coefficient
.94

Number of Feedback
Items
20

Coach/ Advisor

322

.93

20

Licensed Staff

322

.93

20

Non-Licensed Staff

27

.92

20

Administrator

28

.88

20

Other

6

N/A- <10

20

Content Validity
The purpose of establishing validity is to make a judgment or estimate of how accurately
an appraisal instrument will be in measuring what it was intended to measure (Cohen &
Swerdlik, 2005). The instrument’s intention in the study was to measure the job performance of
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activities directors. The development of a formative feedback instrument was based on the
content of an activities director summative supervisor evaluation and self-evaluation instruments
created by Wedin (2013). Literature research (Appendix D) and a pilot study were employed to
confirm, modify, and revise feedback item statements to create a formative feedback instrument.
The newly-developed instrument was intended to permit constituents to provide developmental
information to activities directors regarding their performance as leaders in performing their role.
Items from the newly-developed formative instrument and Wedin’s (2013) self and
supervisor instruments employ several similar themes (constructs). All formative feedback items
were written with concise and direct language in order that raters would be capable of
understanding the items, responding to the items, and rendering an opinion on the items in a
valid manner. A comparison of themes may be reviewed below.
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Table 9
Comparison of Items by Theme
Item Themes

Performance Evaluation Instrument (Wedin,
2013)
Collaborates with school personnel.

Cooperatively works with others.

Budget

Develops and monitors budget in area of
responsibility.

Fairly manages the activities
department’s budget.

Program Evaluation

Evaluates programs and staff for which the
administrator is responsible

Effectively identifies ways to improve
programs.

Policy

Acts according to district policies and state
and federal regulations.

Follows district policies.

Personnel Evaluation

Facilitates performance evaluations for
whom the administrator has supervisory
responsibilities.

Evaluates personnel in a fair manner.

Promotion of
Programming

Promotes district programs with staff,
students, parents, and community members
.
Develops and follows a self-improvement
plan.

Promotes district programs.

Decision Making

Makes decisions to promote students’
success.

Considers input when making decisions.

Compliance Oversight

Monitors student eligibility and school
compliance.

Specifies expectations of student
eligibility and school compliance.

Fundraising

Defines clear rules and regulations for
fundraising of programs.

Has an established process for fundraising
of programs.

Problem Solving

Effectively resolves conflicts and problemsolves.

Effectively problem-solves and resolves
conflict.

Event Involvement

Supervises and is visible at student
activities.

Is visible at student activities.

Communication

Maintains effective communication with
colleagues, students, and community
members.

Is an effective communicator with
colleagues, students and community
members.

Collaboration

Professional
Development

Formative Feedback Instrument Pilot

Appropriately accepts feedback.

Responds in a timely manner.
Sportsmanship

Promotes sportsmanship to school
community.

Promotes sportsmanship to the school
community.
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Table 9 Continued
Item Themes
Event Scheduling

Performance Evaluation Instrument (Wedin,
2013)
Manages scheduling of events, facilities,
transportation, and officials.

Formative Feedback Instrument Pilot
Effectively manages scheduling of vents
and event staff.

Documentation

Maintains and submits data records and
reports that are accurate and on time.

Effectively manages student
documentation related to extra-curricular
activities (registration, health information,
eligibility).

Support Beyond
Extra-Curricular
Activities

Establishes, implements, and follows
district, building, and program goals.

Actively supports the school beyond
extra-curricular activities.

Delegation

Delegates authority and responsibility.

Provides
Empowerment
Opportunities

Provides leadership development
opportunities for athletes, coaches, and
advisors.

Facilities

Maintains facilities for which administrator
has supervisor responsibilities.

Personnel Support

Provides support to staff and students.

Modeling of Behavior

Models appropriate behavior.

Common themes that were identified to be appropriate in the newly-developed
instrument included: collaboration, budget, program evaluation, policy, personnel evaluation,
promotion of programming, professional development, decision making, compliance oversight,
fundraising, problem solving, event involvement, communication, sportsmanship, event
scheduling, documentation, and support beyond extra-curricular activities. In addition, items
related to delegation, empowerment, and facilities were not included on the newly-developed
feedback instrument, but modeling of behavior and personnel support were included. These
themes were identified through an extensive literature review and found to be central job
responsibilities for an activities director.
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Pilot Study Results
The formative feedback instrument was pilot tested with educational practitioners with
knowledge of the activities director positions. The pilot participants included activities directors,
superintendents, assistant superintendent, principals, assistant principals, community education
director, teachers, coaches, extra-curricular advisors, non-licensed staff members, and a cohort of
educational administration doctoral candidates. A link to the formative feedback instrument was
distributed to 30 individuals by email, and 26 of the participants reviewed and responded to the
formative feedback instrument. Participants were requested to review the formative feedback
instrument for adequacy of appropriate language, format, font, clarity, user friendliness, and
validity of questions. They were not instructed to answer the feedback items, but, rather, to
provide comments, edits, or recommendations in a comment box regarding the adequacy of the
instrument. A comparison of the original items and revised items from the post-pilot study may
be examined in the following table.
Table 10
Summary of Pilot Test Results
All statements begin “The activities director . . . “
Item Number
Original Statement

Revised Statement

1

Works effectively with others

Cooperatively works with others.

2

Is transparent in budget-making decisions.

3

Continually identifies ways to improve
programs.

Fairly manages the activities department’s
budget.
Effectively identifies ways to improve
programs.

4

Follows district policies.

Follows district policies.

5

Evaluates personnel in a fair manner.

Evaluates personnel in a fair manner.

6

Provides meaningful support to staff and
students.

Provides support to staff and students.
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Table 10 Continued
All statements begin “The activities director . . . “
Item Number
Original Statement

Revised Statement

7

Enthusiastically promotes district
programs with staff, students, parents, and
community members.

Promotes district programs.

8

Appropriately accepts feedback.

Appropriately accepts feedback.

9

Considers input when making decisions.

Considers input when making decisions.

10

Models appropriate behavior.

Models appropriate behavior.

11

Is an effective communicator with
colleagues, students, and community
members.

Effectively communicates.

12

Responds in a timely manner.

Responds in a timely manner.

13

Effectively problem-solves and resolves
conflict.

Effectively problem-solves and resolves
conflicts.

14

Is visible at student activities.

Is visible at student activities.

15

Promotes sportsmanship to the school
community.

Promotes sportsmanship to the school
community.

16

Effectively manages student
documentation related to extra-curricular
activities (registration, health information,
eligibility, etc.).

Effectively manages student documentation
related to extra-curricular activities
(registration, health information, eligibility).

17

Is active in supporting the district beyond
extra-curricular activities.

Actively supports the school beyond extracurricular activities.

18

Effectively manages scheduling of events
and event staff.

Effectively manages scheduling of events and
event staff.

19

Specifies expectations of student eligibility
and school compliance.

Specifies expectations of student eligibility and
school compliance.

20

Has an established process for fundraising
of programs.

Has an established process for fundraising of
programs.

Following the pilot test, 12 feedback items remained unchanged, eight items were
modified, and an edit was completed to the Likert-type rating scale. A majority of the changes
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were minor in nature and focused on improving item clarity. Three items had adaptations that
clarified the meanings of the items, and the Likert-type rating scale was modified.
For Item 2, it was recommended that the word “transparent” be changed to “fairly,” in
order that the statement would read, “fairly manages the activities department’s budget.” The
rationale for the change was that potential participants may not be in a position to be aware of a
“transparent” budget.
For Item 3, it was suggested “continually” be replaced by to “effectively,” since an
activities director could “continually” evaluate programming, but not be successful in performing
that responsibility.
It was suggested that Item 17 wording be changed from, “is active in supporting the
district beyond extra-curricular activities” to “actively supports the school beyond extracurricular activities.” The wording change from “district” to “school” reflected that many
activities director responsibilities are primarily at the building level, not at the district level.
One recommendation involved a revision to the Likert-type rating scale. The
recommendation involved changing the language “Not Applicable” to “Does Not Apply to My
Position” to clarify that some items might not apply to certain subgroup positions. The changes
were made to the activities director’s formative feedback instrument prior to its distribution to
study participants.
Response Rates to Not Applicable
Table 11 reflects the response rates by item and subgroup of participants who replied to
formative feedback items as “Does Not Apply to My Position” (Not Applicable). The researcher
established that 10% or greater “Does Not Apply to My Position” response by a subgroup was a
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concern. The percent of participants who responded, “Does Not Apply to My Position” to items
ranged from as low as 0.0% to as high as 29.5%. An analysis of the, “Does Not Apply to My
Position” responses revealed that licensed staff members had the highest percentage of such
responses. Based on the findings, the instrument appeared to be most valid for coaches and
advisors and least valid for licensed staff members.
There were four items that received the largest percentage of “Does Not Apply to My
Position” responses among the four subgroups. These items were as follows: “has an established
process for fundraising of programs,” “fairly manages the activities department’s budget,”
“evaluates personnel in a fair manner and effectively manages student documentation, related to
extra-curricular activities (registration, health information, eligibility).”
Table 11
Response Rates of “Does Not Apply to My Position” by Item
Coach/Advisor
(N=322)

Licensed
(N=78)

Non-Licensed
(N=27)

Administrator
(N=28)

Combined
(N=461)

1.

Cooperatively works
with others.

0.3%

7.7%

0.0%

0.0%

1.5%

2.

Fairly manages the
activities
department’s budget.

9.3%

28.2%

14.8%

10l7%

13.0%

3.

Effectively identifies
ways to improve
programs.

2.4%

16.7%

0.0%

0.0%

5.0%

4.

Follows district
policies.

3.7%

14.1%

3.7%

3.6%

5.4%

5.

Evaluates personnel
in a fair manner.

3.7%

24.4%

11.1%

17.9%

8.5%

6.

Provides support to
staff and students.

0.6%

9.0%

0.0%

0.0%

2.0%
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Table 11 Continued
Coach/Advisor
(N=322)

Licensed
(N=78)

Non-Licensed
(N=27)

Administrator
(N=28)

Combined
(N=461)

7.

Promotes district
programs.

4.3%

7.7%

3.7%

7.1%

5.2%

8.

Appropriately accepts
feedback.

5.3%

21.8%

0.0%

0.0%

7.4%

9.

Considers input when
making decisions.

5.0%

19.2%

0.0%

0.0%

6.9%

10.

Models appropriate
behavior.

0.3%

5.1%

0.0%

0.0%

1.1%

11.

Effectively
communicates.

0.3%

5.1%

0.0%

0.0%

0.7%

12.

Responds in a timely
manner.

0.6%

9.0%

0.0%

0.0%

2.0%

13.

Effectively problemsolves and resolves
conflict.

0.9%

15.4%

3.7%

3.6%

3.7%

14.

Is visible at student
activities.

0.6%

3.8%

0.0%

0.0%

1.1%

15.

Promotes
sportsmanship to the
school community.

0.0%

2.6%

0.0%

0.0%

0.4%

16.

Effectively manages
student
documentation related
to extra-curricular
activities (registration,
health information,
eligibility).

7.5%

26.9%

18.5%

17.9%

12.0%

17.

Actively supports the
school beyond extracurricular activities.

5.6%

11.5%

3.7%

0.0%

6.1%

18.

Effectively manages
scheduling of events
and event staff.

1.9%

14.1%

0.0%

0.0%

3.7%

19.

Specifies expectations
of student eligibility
and school
compliance.

1.9%

14.1%

11.1%

3.6%

4.6%
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Chapter V: Summary, Conclusions, Discussion, Limitations, and Recommendations
Chapter five provides a summary of the study, conclusions, discussion, limitations, and
recommendations for practice and further research. The problem addressed in the study was to
develop a formative appraisal instrument designed to provide 360-degree feedback to high
school activities directors from four school stakeholder groups. The participant subgroups were
coach/extra-curricular advisor, licensed staff, non-licensed staff, administrator, and other.
Summary
The research study was designed to address a need in the educational field by developing
a 360-degree formative feedback instrument specific to the activities director position.
The purpose of the instrument was to obtain valid and reliable feedback from constituents
regarding activities directors’ job performances. The responses from the constituents were to
provide evidence that could be used to identify areas of strength and needed to enhance
professional growth and development of activities directors.
Federal legislation stress the need for school improvement and identify school leadership
as a critical component to success, performance appraisal will become a critical component for
school leaders. In 2011, the Minnesota State Legislature created statutory language requiring that
Minnesota school leaders perform annual evaluations of principals beginning in 2013-2014, and
teachers beginning in 2014-2015 (Education Minnesota, 2012). As evaluations of school
personnel continue to evolve, the importance of job-specific appraisal instruments that are valid
and reliable are of increasing importance. The evaluation instruments must reflect the unique and
diverse roles of all employees. The activities director’s job responsibilities have become more
complex and diverse over time. The position has advanced into an educational leadership
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position that is vital to school and school district success. With the evolution of the position,
there is, nevertheless, a lack of activities director-specific performance appraisal instruments. It
is crucial to the advancement of the position that effective job-specific instruments which are
accurate and for performance appraisal are developed. The presence of a valid and reliable
activities director-specific performance appraisal instrument would identify appropriate growth
and development areas on which activities directors would be evaluated.
A 20-item formative feedback instrument (Appendix F) was developed to rate the job
performance of high school activities directors by a variety of constituents. The formative
feedback instrument was pilot tested with practitioners from the education field to ascertain
knowledge about the activities director position. Individuals were requested to review the
formative feedback instrument for adequacy of appropriate language, format, font, clarity, user
friendliness, and validity of items. Along with pilot testing the 20-item instrument, content
validity was established through an extensive literature review.
Reliability was established by utilizing Cronbach’s (1951) alpha to test the feedback
instrument’s internal consistency and was a critical component of the study. Once all of the
instrument responses were gathered, Cronbach’s (1951) alpha was used to determine an alpha
correlation coefficient for each individual subgroup and the combined subgroup. The alpha
correlation coefficient was determined by measuring the instrument’s internal consistency based
on the extent to which participants answered each item (Cohen & Swerdlik, 2005). In order for
the alpha correlation coefficient to be considered as having strong reliability, a coefficient of .70
or higher was to be achieved (Fraenkel et al., 2012).
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The newly-developed feedback instrument was determined to be valid and reliable.
Validity of the formative feedback instrument was established through extensive research and a
pilot test. All instruments were determined to be statistically reliable by calculating Cronbach’s
(1951) alpha correlation coefficient. The Cronbach’s (1951) alpha correlation for the combined
subgroup was at .94, coach/extra-curricular advisor was at .93, licensed staff was at .95, nonlicensed staff was at .92, and administrator was at .88
The formative feedback instrument (Appendix F) designed for the study was paired with
self-evaluation (Appendix G) and supervisor (Appendix H) evaluation instruments developed
previously by Wedin (2013). The set provided comprehensive evaluation instruments which
were job-specific to activities directors and were integral to the development of a growth and
development plan based on evaluation results. All developed instruments (newly-developed
formative and previously developed self and supervisor) were included in the Activities
Director’s Performance Appraisal Handbook (Appendix I) as a component of a comprehensive
package to provide instruments and an evaluation process for activities directors. The Activities
Director’s Performance Appraisal Handbook (Appendix I) was modeled after performance
evaluation handbooks completed by Kayona (2000) and Wedin (2013).
Conclusions
Research Question 1: To what extent was the newly-developed formative feedback
instrument designed for activities directors found to be statistically consistent (reliable)?
An alpha correlation coefficient was calculated for individual subgroups and the
combined subgroup. This procedure measured the 20-item formative feedback instrument’s
internal consistency based on the extent to which participants answered each item. Reliability of
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formative feedback item inter-correlation was supported through Cronbach’s (1951) alpha test of
reliability to calculate alpha correlation coefficients for the feedback instrument.
The calculated alpha correlation coefficients were as follows: combined was .94,
coach/extra-curricular advisor was .93, licensed staff was .95, non-licensed staff was .92, and
administrator was .88. To be considered as having strong reliability, Cronbach’s (1951) alpha
correlation coefficient must achieve a correlation coefficient measure of .70 or higher to be
considered as having strong reliability (Fraenkel et al., 2012).
As supported by the literature, the newly-developed formative feedback instrument was
determined as statistically consistent (reliable) for all subgroups.
Research Question 2: To what extent was the developed formative feedback instrument
designed for activities directors found to be internally valid?
An extensive literature review was undertaken to identify professional responsibilities
and job-specific responsibilities relevant to the activities director’s position. The information was
then used to develop an activities director’s 20-item formative feedback instrument. The
instrument was pilot tested by a variety of practitioners considered to be familiar with the
activities director’s position. The input provided from the pilot test resulted in changes to the
activities director’s formative feedback instrument. Content validation, therefore, is a matter of
determining if the instrument contains an adequate content sample of the domain it represents
(Fraenkel et al., 2012).
The researcher was confident that the activities director’s formative feedback instrument
(Appendix F) appropriately achieved its purpose of measuring activities directors’ job-
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effectiveness. The results of the study and literature supported the validity of the 20-item
feedback instrument.
a. To what extent were items on the formative feedback instrument for activities
directors found to be applicable to the various subgroups: coach/extracurricular advisor, licensed staff, non-licensed staff, and administrator.
A frequency count and percentage of “Does Not Apply to My Position” (Not Applicable)
responses of each item and each subgroup were computed. The study determined that the range
of participants who responded “Not Applicable” for an item was 0.0%-29.5%. There were three
items raters identified as not applicable with frequency counts greater than 10%. These results
indicated that those specific items may not be appropriate for usage by most constituent
subgroups. The items regarding budget, documentation, and fundraising received the largest
“Does Not Apply to My Position” responses across all subgroups. The Licensed Staff subgroup
had the highest rate of participants who responded to the “Does Not Apply to My Position”
statement. In contrast, both the administrator and non-licensed subgroups rated “Does Not Apply
to My Position” the fewest number of times. Both of these subgroups had the lowest reliability as
well. The low reliability could be attributed to the lack of spread across the scale where most of
the responses for those two subgroups were clustered under “Strongly Agree” and “Agree”.
The researcher believed that specific items (budget, fundraising, personnel, and
documentation) could be modified or eliminated to better serve specific constituent subgroups. If
modified the survey, should be re-administered and tested for reliability, once again with
licensed staff members. Licensed Staff members could potentially utilize a feedback instrument
more specific to their working relationship with the activities director.
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Discussion
The activities director position has evolved in status to become an increasingly significant
position in school district and school leadership. With the increase in responsibility and diverse
job tasks, the importance of a valid and reliable evaluation instrument(s) is critical to a fair and
effective performance evaluation that identifies job-specific tasks of growth and development for
the activities director being evaluated.
The literature review revealed three evaluation instruments that were presented as jobspecific to the activities director position. These evaluation instruments all lacked statistical
analysis, and two of the instruments did not contain a description of validity or resources used to
create the evaluation items. One of the evaluation instruments was labeled as being job-specific
for activities directors, but the items did not appear to be job-specific. The instrument’s
evaluation guide stated that the instrument could be used for a spectrum of jobs that had little
commonality with the activities director position (ex: manufacturing, software development,
healthcare).
The literature confirmed the need to develop a formative feedback instrument that was
determined to be valid and reliable. This is important for the professional growth and
development of activities directors. Of the 21 schools that participated in the study, all activities
directors requested their aggregate site results and a copy of the handbook upon conclusion of
the study.
The greatest respondent participation was from coaches/extra-curricular advisors, who
accounted for 69.8% of the total respondents. A variable that may have accounted for a greater
number of participants in this subgroup was that numerous participants identified themselves as
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serving the school in two positions. Those participants were placed in the coach/extra-curricular
advisor identification subgroup. The researcher also inferred that it was possible that coaches and
advisors felt more compelled to complete the formative feedback instrument because their
assumed supervisor for coaching and extra-curricular advising was an activities director.
A rank order item analysis, utilizing mean by subgroup was conducted (Appendix E).
The simple item analysis identified that the following items were ranked consistently by every
subgroup with a high average (Mean):
•

“Promotes sportsmanship to the school community” had the highest calculated mean
by each subgroup.

•

“Models appropriate behavior” had the second highest calculated mean by each
subgroup.

•

“Cooperatively works with others” was rated in the top six when ranked using the
calculated mean by each subgroup.

•

“Is visible at student activities” was rated in the top six when ranked using the
calculated mean by each subgroup.

When conducting a simple item analysis of the mean scores by subgroup, every identified
group ranked the following items consistently with a low average (mean):
•

“Has an established process for fundraising of programs” had the lowest calculated
mean by each subgroup.

•

“Fairly manages the activities department’s budget” was rated in the lowest six when
ranked using the calculated mean by each subgroup.
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•

“Effectively manages student documentation, related to extra-curricular activities
(registration, health information, eligibility)” was rated in the lowest six when ranked
using the calculated mean by each subgroup.

•

“Evaluates personnel in a fair manner” was rated consistently low by all subgroups
when ranked by calculated mean.

A data analysis by average (mean) scores revealed that the higher rated items appeared to
reflect more adaptive, behavior leadership that could be visually observed. Items that were
consistently rated with lower means in each participant subgroup were more technical and
administrative in nature and could be considered “behind the scenes” job responsibilities.
An alpha correlation coefficient was calculated for individual subgroups and a combined
subgroup that included all participants. All of the subgroups’ alpha correlation coefficients were
determined to be reliable. The calculated alpha correlation coefficients were as follows:
aggregate was .94, coach/extra-curricular advisor was .93, licensed staff was .95, non-licensed
staff was .92, and administrator was .88. A study completed by Wedin (2013) determined an
alpha correlation coefficient for self-evaluation (.91) and supervisor evaluation (.96). Both of the
instruments were determined to be reliable. Alpha correlation coefficient results from the current
study and the Wedin study can be examined in the table below.
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Table 12
Comprehensive Summary of Alpha Correlation Coefficients (Descending)
Group
Summative Supervisor

Number of
Respondents
33

Alpha Correlation
Coefficient
.96

Number of Feedback
Items
20

Formative Aggregate
(combined group)

461

.94

20

Formative Coach/ExtraCurricular Advisor

322

.93

20

Formative Licensed Staff

322

.93

20

Formative Non-Licensed
Staff

27

.92

20

Self-Evaluation

42

.91

20

Formative Administrator

28

.88

20

The formative feedback instrument, paired with the self-evaluation and supervisors’
evaluation from Wedin (2013), created a comprehensive handbook that includes instruments that
have been field tested and determined to be valid and reliable. The Activities Director’s
Performance Appraisal Handbook (Appendix I) addresses a void in the educational leadership
field.
Limitations
The limitations of the study include:
1. The coach/extra-curricular advisor subgroup was numerically inflated when
compared to other subgroups. When participants identified themselves as a member
of two role classifications, for example licensed staff and coach/extra-curricular
advisor, they were placed in the coach/extra-curricular advisor subgroup by the
researcher.
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2.

An attempt to partner with a state organization for the research project was
unsuccessful due to the researcher’s inability to secure a response from the
organization. A partnership with a state organization could have increased the number
of high schools willing to participate in the study and, consequently, increased the
sample size.

3. Conducting the study another time of the school may have yielded additional
participants. Two schools stated they had an interest in participating in the study, but
their school’s staff were too busy at the end of the year to participate.
Recommendations for Professional Practice
The following are recommendations for practicing activities directors and/or school
leaders:
1. It is recommended that an activities director’s certificate be created in Minnesota that
certifies completion of an established number of sports management and educational
leadership university level courses. The literature review identified an expanding
number of job responsibilities related to school leadership that are being placed on
activities directors and for which they must be prepared.
2. It is recommended that schools and school districts review and, as necessary revise
their evaluation system and instruments related to the activities director’s position to
ensure they are being evaluated effectively. This aligns with the Interstate School
Leaders Licensure Consortium (2008) assertion that it is critical evaluations are
specific to the positions being evaluated.
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3. It is recommended a 360-degree feedback philosophy be used to evaluate activities
directors. Such an evaluation will ensure that all parties with whom the activities
director has contact will have an opportunity to provide feedback or evaluation. This
process could ensure that the activities director is receiving effective, well-rounded
feedback (Massagli & Carline, 2007).
4. Due to the “Does Not Apply to My Position” response rates it is recommended that
future evaluation instruments be developed for each of the specific subgroups
examined in the study; those developed instruments should then be re-tested for
validity and reliability.
Recommendations for Further Research
The following are possible topics for further research based on the study findings:
1. The study examined performance feedback on activities directors in Minnesota. It is
recommended the study be completed in another geographical area to establish
whether or not the formative feedback instrument is valid and reliable in other states
or countries.
2. The study examined the validity and reliability of a formative feedback instrument for
coaches, extra-curricular advisors, licensed staff, non-licensed staff, and
administrators. The study may be replicated with the inclusion of additional
subgroups that interact with the activities director, including for example, students,
community members, contest judges, and/or game officials.
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3. It is recommended the activities director’s professional role, including such other
duties assigned to the position as community education director, dean of students,
and/or assistant principal be re-examined.
4. The study created a valid and reliable formative feedback instrument for activities
directors that was paired with the self and supervisor evaluation instruments from
Wedin (2013) to develop a comprehensive Activities Director’s Performance
Appraisal Handbook (Appendix I). It is recommended that a study be established to
examine the effectiveness when an activities director(s) applies the handbook’s
evaluation process. An ongoing evaluation analysis should be routinely carried out to
ensure that the processes and procedures stipulated in the handbook remain current,
valid, and reliable.
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Appendices
Appendix A: Cover Letter for Activities Directors
Dear Colleague,
My name is Dave Wedin and I am currently a doctoral candidate at St. Cloud State University. The focus of my
dissertation study is to develop and to pilot test a performance formative feedback instrument that is job-specific to
Minnesota activities directors. My study focuses on the need for a job-specific performance feedback instrument for
activities directors that can be used to enhance growth and development.
As a PK-12 administrator in Minnesota and through my research, I have noticed a lack of feedback/evaluation tools
specific to the activities director position. This study is looking for feedback from four groups that work with
activities directors: coaches/extra-curricular advisors, licensed staff, non-licensed staff, and administrators.
The purpose of the study is not to evaluate activities directors, but to statistically test the results for validity and
reliability of the developed formative feedback instrument. At the conclusion of the study, the instrument will be
placed in a comprehensive growth and development handbook for activities directors. This comprehensive plan will
be paired with a summative supervisor evaluation instrument and self-feedback instrument that were developed and
pilot tested for my thesis study in 2013.
The study will benefit you in the following ways:
• I will provide you with your aggregate site data (only whole group aggregate data from all participating
schools will be used in the study)
• I will provide you the comprehensive growth and development handbook at the conclusion of the study.
The entire feedback instrument is online and would take staff members approximately 5-10 minutes to complete.
Each activities director that would be interested in participating would have a site link provided.
What I would need from you is support of the study and the best way for me to get the link to your school’s
applicable staff members.
My study will be sent out to participants at school sites May 8th - June 16th. If you agree to participate in the study,
we will schedule a specific date within that window to send it to your staff. I have attached my current draft of the
formative feedback instrument for your viewing. If you have questions or would like to discuss this topic further,
please contact me.
I am looking forward to hearing from you and hope we can both benefit from this study.
Thank you.
David Wedin
St. Cloud State University Doctoral Candidate
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Appendix B: Participation Request Letter to Potential Contributors
[School Name] Staff Member,
My name is Dave Wedin and I am currently a doctoral candidate at St. Cloud State University. The focus of my
dissertation study is to develop and to pilot-test a performance formative feedback instrument that is job-specific to
Minnesota activities directors. You were selected as a possible participant because your school’s activities director,
[Activities Director’s Name], volunteered to assist with the study.
You are being asked to complete a 20-item formative feedback instrument that will take approximately 5-10 minutes
to complete. The responses are completely anonymous so that no one will be able to identify a specific individual’s
responses. The purpose of this study is to test the developed formative feedback instrument concerning activities
directors’ for validity and reliability. Activities directors at participating schools will receive aggregate site data, but
only aggregate data from all schools will be used in the study.
Please use the following link to access your school’s formative feedback instrument site:
Thank you in advance and please contact me if you have any questions.
David Wedin
St. Cloud State University Doctoral Candidate
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Appendix C: Activities Director’s Formative Feedback Instrument
Informed Consent
You are invited to participate in a research study of a formative feedback instrument for activities directors. You
were selected as a possible participant because your school’s current activities director expressed interest in the
study. The research project is being conducted by David Wedin for a doctoral dissertation. This study will fulfill
requirements for a Doctorate in K-12 Educational Administration and Leadership at St. Cloud State University.
Background Information and Purpose
The purpose of this study is to test the developed formative feedback instrument concerning activity directors’
performance for validity and reliability.
Procedures
If you decide to participate, you will be asked to complete a 20-item feedback instrument, which is completely
anonymous so that no one will be able to identify a specific individual’s evaluation. All results will be tallied as
aggregate group data by item only. It is important that we have as many people as possible complete and submit this
survey to compile an accurate representation.
Risks
There are no foreseeable risks associated with participation in this study.
Benefits
There will be a valid and reliable evaluation instrument created for activities director that is specific to their field.
Confidentiality
Information obtained in connection with this study is confidential and will be reported as aggregated (group) results.
To prevent identification of research subjects, data will be presented in aggregate form.
Research Results
At your request, I am happy to provide a summary of the research results when the study is completed. Results of
this study will be available at the Educational Administration and Leadership Department in the Education Building
at St. Cloud State University. Upon completion, my dissertation will be placed online at St. Cloud State University’s
“theRepository” webpage.
Contact Information
If you have questions now or have additional questions later, you may contact me or my adviser,
Dr. Frances Kayona.
Voluntary Participation/Withdrawal
Participation is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to participate will not affect your current or future relations
with St. Cloud State University or the researcher. If you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw at any time
without penalty.
Acceptance to Participate
Your completion of the survey indicates that you are at least 18 years of age and your consent to participation in the
study. If you are interested in learning the results of the formative feedback instrument, feel free to contact David
Wedin. Thank you.
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Appendix D: Formative Feedback Item References
All items begin, “The activities director”
1.

Item Number and Statement
cooperatively works with others.

Source (Year)
AdvancED (2007)

2.

fairly manages the activities department’s budget.

Miller and Williams (1983)

3.

effectively identifies ways to improve programs

AdvancED (2007)

4.

follows district policies

Schneider and Stier (2001)

5.

evaluates personnel in a fair manner

AdvancED (2007)

6.

provides support to staff and students

Blackburn et al. (2013)

7.

promotes district programs

Kennedy (2008)

8.

appropriately accepts feedback

Airasian and Gullickson (1997)

9.

considers input when making decisions

AdvancED (2007)

10.

models appropriate behavior

Blackburn et al. (2013)

11.

effectively communicates

Young, Edmonson, and Slate (2010)

12.

responds in a timely manner

Blackburn et al. (2013)

13.

effectively problem-solves and resolves conflicts

Young, Edmonson, and Slate (2010)

14.

is visible at student activities

Lopiano and Zotos (2014)

15.

promotes sportsmanship to the school community

Hoch (2007)

16.

effectively manages student documentations, related to
extra-curricular activities (registration, health information,
eligibility)

Miller and Williams (1983)

17.

actively supports the school beyond extra-curricular
activities

Blackburn et al. (2013)

18.

effectively manages scheduling of events and event staff

19.

specifies expectations of student eligibility and school
compliance

Copeland and Kirsch (1995)

20.

has an established process for fundraising of programs

Lopiano and Zotos (2014)

Lopiano and Zotos (2014)
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Appendix E: Subgroup Mean Rank Order
Statement

Coach/
Advisor
3

Licensed

Non-Licensed

Administrator

4

2*

6

Combined
Subgroup
3

2. Fairly manages the
activities
department’s
budget.

19

19

18

17

18

3. Effectively
identifies ways to
improve programs.

15

15

5

3*

16

4. Follows district
policies.

8

10

10*

9*

7

5. Evaluates
personnel in a fair
manner.

13

18

17

18*

17

6. Provides support to
staff and students.

4*

8*

8*

13

6

7. Promotes district
programs.

11*

6*

10*

14*

11

8. Appropriately
accepts feedback.

16*

16*

6*

11*

15

9. Considers input
when making
decisions.
10. Models appropriate
behavior.

16*

14

13

7

14

2

2

2*

2

2

11. Effectively
communicates.

10

5

14

16

9

12. Responds in a
timely manner.

4*

6*

10*

9*

5

13. Effectively
problem solves and
resolves conflict.

9

13

15

14*

13

14. Is visible at student
activities.

4*

3

6*

3*

4

15. Promotes
sportsmanship to
the school
community.

1

1

1

1

1

1. Cooperatively work
with others.

104
16.

Effectively
manages student
documentation,
related to extracurricular
activities
(registration,
health
information,
eligibility)

15

16*

19

18*

19

17.

Actively supports
the school
beyond extracurricular
activities.

13

8*

8*

3*

12

18.

Effectively
manages
scheduling of
events and event
staff.

11*

11

4

8

10

19.

Specifies
expectations of
student eligibility
and school
compliance.

7

12

16

11*

8

20.

Has an
established
process for
fundraising of
programs.

20

20

20

20

20

Notes: 1= Highest scored item; 20= Lowest scored item; *= Indicates one or more item scored
an identical mean, which created duplicate rank orders
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Appendix F: Activities Director Formative Feedback Instrument
What is your current position?
Coach/Extra-Curricular Advisor
Licensed Staff Member (Teacher, Counselor, Support Staff)
Non-Licensed Staff Member (Para-Professional, Custodian, Administrative Assistant)
Administrator
Other ________________________
Likert-type scale:
•

Strongly Agree (4)—The rater strongly agrees with the statement

•

Agree (3)—The rater agrees with the statement

•

Disagree (2)—The rater disagrees with the statement

•

Strongly Disagree (1)—The rater strongly disagrees with the statement

•

Does Not Apply to My Position (Not Applicable) (0)—Criterion is not applicable
and does not pertain to the rater.

The respondent’s extent of agreement regarding activities director’s job performance, aligned
with the formative feedback statements.
Part I: Professional Responsibility Items
All formative feedback items begin, “The activities director”
Formative Feedback Item
1. cooperatively works with others.
2. fairly manages the activities
department’s budget
3. effectively identifies ways to
improve programs.
4. follows district policy.
5. evaluates personnel in a fair
manner.
6. provides support to students and
staff.

Strongly
Agree (4)

Agree (3)

Disagree (2)

Strongly
Disagree (1)

Does Not Apply to My
Position (0)
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Formative Feedback Item
7. promotes district programs.

Strongly
Agree (4)

Agree (3)

Disagree (2)

Strongly
Disagree (1)

Does Not Apply to My
Position (0)

8. appropriately accepts feedback
9. considers input when making
decisions.
10. models appropriate behavior
11. effectively communicates.
12. responds in a timely manner.
13. effectively problem-solves and
resolves conflict

Part II: Job-Specific Responsibility Items
All formative feedback items begin, “The activities director”
Formative Feedback Item
14. is visible at student activities.
15. promotes sportsmanship to the
school community
16. effectively manages student
documentation, related to extracurricular activities (registration,
health information, eligibility).
17. actively supports the district
beyond extra-curricular activities
18. effectively manages scheduling of
events and event staff.
19. specifies expectation of student
eligibility and school compliance.
20. has an established process for
fundraising of programs.

Strongly
Agree (4)

Agree (3)

Disagree (2)

Strongly
Disagree (1)

Does Not Apply to My
Position (0)
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Appendix G: Activities Director Self-Evaluation Instrument
(Wedin, 2013)
Levels of Performance:
*Commendable
*Exceeds District Expectation
*Opportunity for Growth *Unsatisfactory

*Proficient
*Not Applicable

Part I: Professional Responsibility Items

Items
1. Establishes,
implements, and
follows district,
building, and
program goals.
2. Develops and
monitors budget
in areas of
responsibility.
3. Evaluates
programs and
staff for which
you are
responsible.
4. Acts according to
district policies,
and state and
federal
regulations.
5. Facilitates
performance
evaluations for
whom you have
supervisory
responsibilities.
6. Delegates
authority and
responsibility.
7. Promotes district
programs with
staff, students,
parents, and
community
members.

Commendable

Exceeds
District
Expectations

Proficient

Opportunity
for Growth

Unsatisfactory

Not
Applicable
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Items
8. Develops and
follows a selfimprovement plan.

Commendable

Exceeds
District
Expectations

Proficient

Opportunity
for Growth

Unsatisfactory

Not
Applicable

Exceeds
District
Expectations

Proficient

Opportunity
for Growth

Unsatisfactory

Not
Applicable

9. Makes decisions to
promote students’
success.
10. Collaborates with
school personnel.
11. Maintains and
submits data
records and reports
that are accurate
and on time.
12. Effectively
resolves conflicts
and problemsolves.

Part II: Job-Specific Items
Items
13. Supervises, and is
visible, at student
activities.
14. Promotes
sportsmanship to
school community.
15. Maintains effective
communication
with colleagues,
students, and
community
members.
16. Manages
scheduling of
events, facilities,
transportation, and
officials.
17. Provides
leadership
development
opportunities for
athletes, coaches,
and advisors.

Commendable
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Items
19. Monitors student
eligibility and
school compliance.
20. Defines clear rules
and regulations for
fundraising of
programs.

Commendable

Exceeds
District
Expectations

Proficient

Opportunity
for Growth

Unsatisfactory

Not
Applicable
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Appendix H: Activities Director Supervisor Evaluation Instrument
(Wedin, 2013)
Levels of Performance
*Commendable
*Opportunity for Growth

*Exceeds District Expectation
*Unsatisfactory

*Proficient
*Not Applicable

Part I: Professional Responsibility Items

Items
1. Establishes,
implements, and
follows district,
building, and
program goals.
2. Develops and
monitors budget
in areas of
responsibility.
3. Evaluates
programs and
staff for which
the administrator
is responsible.
4. Acts according to
district policies,
and state and
federal
regulations.
5. Facilitates
performance
evaluations for
whom the
administrator has
supervisory
responsibilities.
6. Delegates
authority and
responsibility.

Commendable

Exceeds
District
Expectations

Proficient

Opportunity
for Growth

Unsatisfactory

Not
Applicable
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Items
7. Promotes
district
programs with
staff, students,
parents, and
community
members.

Commendable

Exceeds
District
Expectations

Proficient

Opportunity
for Growth

Unsatisfactory

Not
Applicable

Exceeds
District
Expectations

Proficient

Opportunity
for Growth

Unsatisfactory

Not
Applicable

8. Develops and
follows a selfimprovement
plan.
9. Makes
decisions to
promote
students’
success.
10. Collaborates
with school
personnel.
11. Maintains and
submits data
records and
reports that are
accurate and on
time.
12. Effectively
resolves
conflicts and
problem-solves.

Part II: Job-Specific Items
Items
13. Supervises, and is
visible, at student
activities.
14. Promotes
sportsmanship to
school
community.
15. Maintains
effective
communication
with colleagues,
students, and
community
members.

Commendable
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Items
16. Manages
scheduling of
events, facilities,
transportation,
and officials.
17. Provides
leadership
development
opportunities for
athletes, coaches,
and advisors.
18. Maintains
facilities for
which
administrator has
supervisory
responsibilities.
19. Monitors student
eligibility and
school
compliance.
20. Defines clear
rules and
regulations for
fundraising of
programs.

Commendable

Exceeds
District
Expectations

Proficient

Opportunity
for Growth

Unsatisfactory

Not
Applicable
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Appendix I: Activities Director’s Performance Appraisal Handbook

Activities Director’s Performance
Appraisal Handbook

In conjunction with doctoral dissertation by David Wedin,
St. Cloud State University, 2017
The Activities Director’s Performance Appraisal Handbook is modeled after performance evaluation
handbooks completed by Kayona (2000) and Wedin (2013).
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Introduction
In 2013 and 2017 research was conducted and identifying a need for reliable and valid
performance evaluation instruments for activities directors. These instruments would ensure that
activities directors were being evaluated fairly and accurately. In 2013, Minnesota public school
activities directors and their supervisors piloted the performance evaluation instruments. In 2017,
Minnesota public school coaches, extra-curricular advisors, licensed staff, non-licensed staff, and
administrators piloted the formative feedback instrument. The self-evaluation, supervisor,
coach/extra-curricular advisor, licensed staff, non-licensed staff, and administrator evaluation
instruments were all determined to be both valid and reliable. The goal of evaluation instruments
is based upon the fundamental belief that the purposes of performance evaluation are threefold.
They are to:
1. determine competence
2. assess strengths
3. provide opportunities for continuous growth and development
The formative feedback instrument is exhibited on pages 6-15. Performance areas and
criteria of performance for activities directors are presented on pages 16-19. The end-of-thecycle summative self-evaluation report is shown on pages 21-30. The end-of-the-cycle
summative supervisor evaluation report is shown on pages 31-40.
Philosophy of Evaluation
It is essential that the performance evaluation of all activities directors be articulated and
aligned with the improvement of student achievement. This alignment encompasses the district’s
vision and mission and occurs within and among all employee groups.
It is important that all evaluation and feedback instruments are valid, statistically reliable,
and feasible to the position being evaluated (Massagli and Carline, 2007). The evaluation process
validates and recognizes individual performance as measured against identified criteria and
goals. The purposes of evaluation are to assess performance, provide feedback, and identify
opportunities for continuous improvement.
To measure performance, a set of rubric instruments must be present, which provides
descriptors and indicators of performance that are valid and reliable. Specific criteria based on
job descriptions must be effective and related to student achievement.
Philosophy of Activities Directors
Activities directors have unique, important, and dynamic roles in a school or district. As
the activities director position has evolved, it has become one of the most complex in secondary
education (Blackburn, Forsyth, Olson, & Whitehead, 2013). Activities directors entail skills and
leadership qualities that promote continuous improvement. As leaders, activities directors must
be effective educators, communicators, and facilitators who create an environment, which allows
each employee to contribute to the full range of his or her talent. Activities directors must
provide the resources and support so that everyone can be concentrated in assuring high quality
program development and education for students.
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Accountability for achieving positive results is an integral part for an activities director.
To that end, activities directors shall promote the interests of members of the community while
keeping service to students as their primary goal.
Collaborative Decision Making
A school district is a complex social organization with many different levels of decisionmaking. With decision-making comes accountability and the responsibility to support those
decisions. Collaborative decision-making includes decisions involving personnel, budgeting,
program evaluation, facilities, policy formulation, and strategic planning.
How to Manage
Activities directors must articulate and promote the long-range vision and mission
statement. Activities directors will communicate organizational goals and ensure that all staff
work toward their attainment.
Building Administration
Each school building or department shall be administered following a philosophy of
administration that is in line with the general philosophy and policies of the district.
An activities director must be able to analyze, interpret, and improve the effectiveness of
the various programs of a school and be skilled in promoting student achievement. They must
possess the skills to implement effective programs and be effective in leadership. Administrators
must demonstrate leadership by promoting student achievement through academic, social,
recreational, and co-curricular activities.
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OPERATIONAL PROCEDURES FOR ACTIVITIES DIRECTOR PERFORMANCE
EVALUATION
All activities directors are evaluated annually. This process is conducted by the activities director’s
immediate supervisor.
Through the supervision/evaluation process, strengths and areas for growth are identified and
communicated to the activities director. Guidance and support are provided as needed to assist in
improving the activities director’s performance.
The evaluation instrument used for activities directors contains some criteria that relate to professional
responsibilities and job-specific responsibilities. The evaluation cycle consists of both formative and
summative evaluation. During the formative part of the cycle, performance is monitored and data are
collected. In the summative phase of the process, the summative evaluation report is utilized to assess
performance. See Figure 1, following.
1. Orientation (August)
The annual cycle begins with an orientation conference in August. The conference is the
responsibility of the evaluator.
2. Linkage to Strategic Plan and Goal Setting (September)
During September, the activities director sets new goals from the district’s strategic plan. A goal
setting conference is held with the activities director’s evaluator to determine goals for the year. The
activities director demonstrates, with specific examples, how he/she plans to address the goals and
objectives for his/her assignment. Goals are recorded on the District and Building Goals: Leadership
Plan form (see form on page 43). A copy of the evaluation is kept by both the activities director and
the evaluator.
3. Site Visits (October – April)
Two informal site visits are conducted each year. The visit time window is October through April.
Whenever possible, representative work samples are used. The evaluator, if necessary for accurate
assessment, may conduct additional visits.
4. Constituent Feedback of Performance Data (October - May)
To assure accurate performance evaluation, the following data sets are assembled by the supervisor
(usually between October 1 and May 1, some of the surveys may have been completed the year
before):
- Feedback from coaches
- Feedback from extra-curricular advisors
- Feedback from licensed staff
- Feedback from non-licensed staff
- Feedback from administrators
- Feedback from other relevant constituent groups
- Accomplishment of goals
5. Feedback Conference (October - April)
After the evaluator has carefully analyzed constituent feedback and the observation data from a site
visit, a feedback conference is held. The conference is scheduled in a timely manner.
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6. Accomplishment of Goals (October – May)
Goals are accomplished by May and in some cases goal attainment continues throughout the school
year.
7. Self-Evaluation (June)
Each activities director conducts a self-evaluation using the Self-Evaluation Form (see form on pages
21-30).
8. Preparation of the Summative Report (June)
Prior to the conference, the supervisor reviews notes from site observations, synthesizes and evaluates
data from various feedback groups, and completes the summative evaluation form.
9. Summative Evaluation Conference (June)
During this conference, the entire summative evaluation report is covered. Strengths are noted and
recognized; shortcomings provide indicators of need for improvement efforts in the next evaluation
cycle.
10. Professional Growth Plan (August - September)
Using the results of the Summative Evaluation Conference for reflection and self-evaluation, the
employee and the evaluator collaborate in writing a professional growth plan. The professional
growth plan is separate from the, District and Building Goals: Leadership Plan; this plan is to serve
the district’s strategic plan (see form on page 43).
11. New Goals from Strategic Planning (August - September)
Each year, typically in August, the district’s strategic planning process produces new goals and
building level objectives, which must be considered by the activities director and his/her evaluator as
the performance evaluation cycle begins again.
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Figure 1: Administrator Performance Evaluation Cycle
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Self-Evaluation and Supervisor Evaluation
Performance Areas, Criteria, and Descriptors
Activities Director
(Descriptors are examples and should serve as a guide to define the criterion.)
Performance Area I: Professional Responsibilities
1. Establishes, implements, and follows district, building, and program goals.
a. Utilizes shared-decision making process.
b. Maintains system for receiving appropriate input.
c. Identifies and prioritizes needs.
d. Supports recommendations with documentation.
d. Elicit staff, student, parent and community commitment to goals.
2. Develops and monitors budget in areas of responsibility.
a. Utilizes shared decision making to make budget decisions, which maximize the use of
district resources.
b. Manages line item budget.
c. Follows procedures and meets timelines for processing supplies and equipment.
d. Seeks additional funding sources to support the district mission.
3. Evaluates programs and staff for which the administrator is responsible.
a. Uses evaluative data in making decisions.
b. Reports progress and evaluative findings.
c. Designs strategies for program improvement.
d. Monitors progress toward goal attainment and makes changes to improve problem area.
4. Acts according to district policies, and state and federal regulations.
a. Consistently follows district policy, procedures and state and federal regulations.
b. Encourages staff compliance with district policy, procedures, and state and
federal regulations.
c. Monitors staff compliance and takes appropriate action when necessary.
5. Facilitates performance evaluations for whom the administrator has supervisory
responsibilities.
a. Assists employees to develop targets for growth.
b. Provides resources to assist in performance improvement.
c. Monitors progress and provides feedback.
d. Recognizes achievement regularly.
e. Provides staff development activities using shared decision-making designed to assist
staff in accomplishing district, school, department, or individual objectives.
f. Assesses effectiveness of staff development activities and modifies plans based on
feedback.
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6. Delegates authority and responsibility.
a. Identifies tasks to be delegated.
b. Communicates expectations.
c. Provides necessary support.
d. Evaluates progress toward task completion.
7. Promotes district programs with staff, students, parents, and community members.
a. Promotes understanding and acceptance of the district’s mission, vision, and programs.
b. Promotes integration of building goals and programs within the district.
8. Develops and follows a self-improvement plan.
a. Participates as a member of associations that enhance professional/personal growth.
b. Selects and attends professional activities related to individual and district goals.
c. Actively participates in a professional manner to improve the quality of the district’s
administrative team.
d. Participates in community activities.
9. Makes decisions to promote students’ success.
a. Makes appropriate school-wide recommendations and/or decisions for the entire student
population.
b. Monitors student achievement levels.
c. Reviews student learning and its relationship with extra-curricular activities.
d. Provides input and is involved using shared decision-making designed to assist staff and
administration in accomplishing district, school, department, or individual objectives.
10. Collaborates with school personnel.
a. Is receptive to the exchange of ideas: listens to all sides of issues.
b. Interacts and relates effectively with others.
c. Promotes an environment to encourage cooperation among staff.
11. Maintains and submits data records and reports that are accurate and on time.
a. Gathers, analyzes, reports progress, and accurately interprets data.
b. Provides and utilizes systems for maintaining accurate records.
c. Submits accurate, complete, and well-documented records on a timely basis.
12. Effectively resolves conflicts and problem-solves.
a. Demonstrates fairness and consistency in dealing with staff, students, and school
community.
b. Acknowledges the rights of others to hold differing views and values.
c. Uses discretion in handling situations that require confidentiality.
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Performance Area II: Job-Specific Responsibilities
13. Supervises and is visible at student activities.
a. Promotes recognition of students’ participation and achievements (academic, arts,
activities, and athletics).
b. Organizes and publishes student activities calendar.
c. Attends and supervises extra-curricular activities.
14. Promotes sportsmanship to school community.
a. Establishes a formal school code of conduct.
b. Promotes code of conduct to school community, event participants, and event
attendees.
c. Models appropriate behavior as expected in code of conduct.
d. Maintains a policy for individuals or groups not following code of conduct.
15. Maintains effective communication with colleagues, students, and community members.
a. Provides oral and written communication which is clear, concise,
and accurate.
b. Provides a climate for open and effective two-way communication.
c. Responds in a timely manner.
d. Encourages a free and open flow of comments, suggestions, and recommendations.
e. Supports and implements district, building, or department level public relations
activities.
16. Manages scheduling of events, facilities, transportation, and officials.
a. Organizes and secures facilities for events.
b. Manages, monitors, and confirms scheduling of officials.
c. Organizes transportation to events.
d. Actively participates and finalizes in the scheduling of events.
17. Provides leadership development opportunities for athletes, coaches, and advisors.
a. Provides leadership development opportunities for students, coaches, and extracurricular advisors.
b. Promotes leadership training from coaches and advisors to the school
community.
18. Maintains facilities for which administrator has supervisory responsibilities.
a. Recommends and monitors a program of maintenance repair, and improvement.
b. Inspects facilities to check conditions.
c. Adheres to district policy regarding safety, maintenance, and repair.
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19. Monitors student eligibility and school compliance.
a. Assists teachers, coaches, advisors, and parents in setting appropriate standards
for student conduct.
b. Consistently enforces consequences for student infractions of school policies and
regulations.
c. Consistently enforces consequences for student infractions of high school league
rules, policies, and regulations.
d. Monitors student eligibility.
e. Monitors school’s state and federal compliance (Ex. Title IX).
20. Defines clear rules and regulations for fundraising of programs.
a. Provides guidelines, information, and assistance with fundraising of extra
curricular programs.
b. Monitors that fundraising regarding extra-curricular activities is within district
guidelines.
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ACTIVITIES DIRECTOR SUMMATIVE EVALUATION REPORT

Activities Director’s Name
Date

Building

Activities Director’s Signature

Evaluator’s Name

Position

Evaluator’s Signature

Date

(The activities director’s signature indicates this report has been reviewed and discussed)
DIRECTIONS:

Place a check in the column that best describes the activities director’s
performance on that criterion. Comments may be made. Comments must
be made for ratings of “Opportunity for Growth” and “Unsatisfactory.”

DEFINITIONS:
•

Commendable
The activities director performs the criterion at an outstanding level, which far exceeds
district expectations. The activities director demonstrates all of the descriptors
consistently, accurately, and efficiently. This person could model this criterion for others.

•

Exceeds District Expectations
The activities director performs the criterion at a level, which exceeds the district
expectations. The activities director demonstrates most of the descriptors consistently,
accurately, and efficiently.

•

Proficient
The activities director performs the criterion at a level that meets district expectations.
The activities director demonstrates many of the descriptors consistently and without
significant error.

•

Opportunity for Growth
The activities director performed the criterion at a level indicating that improved
performance is necessary to meet district expectations. The activities director
demonstrates many of the descriptors with minimal proficiency and/or the application of
many of the descriptors reflects some inconsistency or error.
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•

Unsatisfactory
The activities director performs the criterion at a level that fails to meet district
expectations. The activities director often fails to demonstrate most of the descriptors
and/or the application of most of the descriptors often reflects significant error.

•

Not Applicable
Criterion is not applicable. If a descriptor is not observed, the activities director can, upon
request, provide significant and relevant information about the descriptor and explain
why the descriptor was not used or applicable.
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PROFESSIONAL GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN
Name:
Position:
Building:

Date:

I.

IDENTIFIED AREAS OF STRENGTH (Selection of criterion is collaborative):

II.

IDENTIFIED AREAS FOR GROWTH (Selection of criterion is collaborative):

III.

GOALS:

IV.

PLAN:

Procedures

V.

VI.

Timeline

Resources/Support

DOCUMENTATION/APPRAISAL METHOD FOR FINAL ACCOMPLISHMENT:
(How will you know it has been accomplished?)
EVIDENCE DESIRED OUTCOME HAS BEEN MET:

Results (Circle one):
Commendable
for Growth

Exceeds District Expectations
Unsatisfactory

Proficient

Evaluator’s Signature

Date

Activity Director’s Signature

Date

Opportunity
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VII. PROGRESS CHECK (medial summary)
Evaluator Comments:

Activities Director Comments:

Evaluator’s Signature

Activities Director’s Signature
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District and Building Goals:
Leadership Goals
Building Name/Activities Director: ___________________

School Year: __________

Long-range, District-wide Goal:
Building Goal
(Program Specific Goal):
Tasks/Action Steps (including timelines):

Support/Implementation Needs (Staff Development, Materials, Cost):

Measures of Success/Data Collection:

Interim Progress Report (Annual Progress Report):

Completion Date: ________________
Evaluator’s Signature:

Date

Activities Director’s Signature:

Date

Fully Accomplished:
Partially Accomplished
Not Accomplished:
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Appendix A
Code of Ethics for School Administrators
Minnesota State Statute 3512.5200
October 2008
Standards of professional conduct. The standards of professional conduct for school
administrators are listed below.
• A school administrator shall provide professional educational services in a nondiscriminatory
manner.
• A school administrator shall take reasonable action to protect students and staff from
conditions harmful to health and safety.
• A school administrator shall take reasonable action to provide an atmosphere conducive to
learning.
• A school administrator shall not misuse professional relationships with students, parents and
caregivers, staff, or colleagues to private advantage.
• A school administrator shall disclose confidential information about individuals only when a
compelling professional purpose is served in accordance with state and federal laws, and
school district policies.
• A school administrator shall not knowingly falsify or misrepresent records or facts relating to
the administrator's qualifications, or to the qualifications of other staff or personnel.
• A school administrator shall not knowingly make false or malicious statements about students,
students' families, staff, or colleagues.
• A school administrator shall not accept gratuities, gifts, or favors that impair professional
judgment, nor offer any favor, service, or item of value to obtain special advantage.
• A school administrator shall only accept a contract for a position when licensed for the position
or when a school district is granted a variance or letter of approval by the board.
• A school administrator, in filling positions requiring licensure, shall employ, recommend for
employment, and assign only appropriately licensed personnel, or persons for whom the school
district has been granted a variance by the appropriate state board or agency, unless, after
making reasonable efforts to obtain a variance, an appropriately licensed person cannot be
assigned and the position must be filled to meet a legitimate emergency educational need.
• A school administrator shall not engage in conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, or
misrepresentation in the performance of professional duties.

160
Statutory enforcement of code, complaints, investigation, and hearing. This part shall be
enforced in accordance with Minnesota Statutes, section 214.10, subdivisions 1,2, and 3.
Complaints handled by board. When oral complaints alleging violations of the code of ethics
for school administrators are received, the board shall request the complaining party to
submit a written complaint. Upon receipt of a written complaint, the administrator named in
the complaint shall be notified in writing of the complaint. The administrator shall be entitled
to be represented by the administrator's own counsel or representative at each stage of the
investigation and hearing.
Enforcement procedures. The board may impose one or more of the following penalties when
it has found a violation of a standard under subpart 2. These actions shall be taken only after
previous efforts at remediation have been exhausted.
•

The board may enter into agreements with administrators accused of violating the code of
ethics that would suspend or terminate proceedings against the administrator on conditions
agreeable to both parties.

•

A letter of censure from the board may be sent to the person determined to be in violation of
the standards of the code of ethics. The letter shall be kept on file for a period of time not to
exceed one calendar year.

•

An administrator who has been found to have violated the code of ethics may be placed on
probationary licensure status for a period of time to be determined by the board. The board
may impose conditions on the administrator during the probationary period which are to be
directed toward improving the administrator's performance in the area of the violation.
During this period, the administrator's performance or conduct shall be subject to review by
the board. The review shall be directed toward monitoring the administrator's activities or
performance with regard to whatever conditions may be placed on the administrator during
the probationary period. Before the end of the probationary period, the board shall decide to
extend or terminate the probationary licensure status or to take further disciplinary actions as
consistent with this rule.

•

The license to practice of the person determined to be in violation of the standards of the
code of ethics may be suspended for a period of time determined by the board.

•

The license to practice of the person determined to be in violation of the standards of the
code of ethics may be revoked by the board.
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Glossary
Accountability – To be answerable for; to act in a credible manner. In school organizations a
shift is occurring, i.e., toward being accountable for outputs, not just inputs.
Administrative Observations – Work site visits to observe administrator performance. These
may be slice-of-time observations or shadowing, which is spending a longer block of time to
observe at the work site.
Assessment – Processes that are focused on quantitative and/or testing approaches and less on
judgment.
Authority – The right to use power to command. Derived [in public education] from federal and
state law, district policy and organizational culture.
Data – Observations, work samples, input from peers, students, community, parents, and
evaluators.
Due Process – Constitutional protection guaranteed a public employee for proper procedure and
fair treatment. In the case of performance evaluation, it includes notice, explanation, assistance,
and time.
Ethical Behavior – Behavior that displays an irreversible commitment to treat the welfare of
others as comparable to one’s own. Ethical behavior includes obligations to scientific practice,
prudence, family, culture and nation.
Evaluation – The process of determining the merit, worth or value of something, appropriately
based on measures and synthesis of other valid evidence.
Excellence – Ever-increasing quality of programs and products.
Formal Observations – Announced visits as a part of the clinical supervision cycle.
Formative Evaluation- An evaluation that is conducted with the intention of obtaining job
performance feedback that can be utilized to identify strengths and necessary development.
Growth and Development Plan – A plan with objectives and methods for achieving them,
designed to stimulate on-going professional growth for a staff member.
Incentive – A reward, usually financial, given to employees for accomplishing specific goals
sought by an organization.
Informal Observation – This casual, day-to-day observation can be of any length; its purposes
are to validate and support effective performance and monitor overall performance.
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Intensive Assistance – The process used when an employee has not met the performance
standards the previous year. That employee is provided with assistance the following year.
Leadership Goals– A form used to outline the responsibilities of an administrator (or team of
administrators) in accomplishing an objective of the district’s strategic plan.
Peer Coaching/Observation – A teaming of peers to provide feedback.
Performance Criteria – These serve to describe observable behaviors which, when performed,
indicate fulfillment of the attendant responsibility.
Post-observation Conference – This conference is held following an announced observation for
the purposes of discussing the observation and other factors relevant to the staff member’s
performance of responsibilities as listed in the position description.
Project Action Plan – A form used to outline the responsibilities of a certified or classified
employee (or group of employees) in accomplishing an objective of the district’s strategic plan.
Representative Work Samples – Schedules, plans, and reports of accomplishments created by
administrators in their managerial and leadership roles.
Responsibility –Job duties and obligations for which you are legally and ethically accountable.
Self-Evaluation – Self-rating by an employee, using the self-evaluation report instrument.
Social Responsibilities – Behaviors that reflect the values, beliefs, and norms of behavior in a
culture. Examples for the U.S. would be tolerance, respect for others, and honesty.
Stakeholders – All persons in the District who have a stake in quality education: students,
parents, teachers, staff members, administrators, the board, and community members.
Student/Parent Surveys – Feedback instruments to determine client satisfaction.
Summative Evaluation – This term refers to the final evaluation, which is completed at the end
of the evaluation cycle. The summative evaluation is based on data collected during the
formative part of the evaluation cycle.

